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A GREEK HAND-MIRROR IN THE ART INSTITUTE 

OF CHICAGO 

Frank Bigelow Tabbell 

It is bat little more than twenty years since Rayet, in the text to Plate 22 of the 
Monuments de Vart antique, commented upon the strange fact that Greek hand- 
mirrors, such as are known from Attic vase-paintings and reliefs to have been in 
common use, had not been found. The lacuna signalized by Rayet has since been 
filled. Besides the very early hand-mirrors found by Dr. Tsountas at MycensB, there 
now exist in the museums of Athens and other cities not a few such mirrors or parts 
of mirrors, of Greek manufacture, and dating from ca. 600 B. C. onward. One class 
has the handle cast in one piece with the disk. In half a dozen known instances the 
handle is covered with reliefs of early style, while examples with plain handles, from 
the Argive Heroum and elsewhere, exist in considerable numbers in the National 
Museum of Athens. Another class, which was certainly in use throughout the fifth 
century B. C, and probably later, does not have a complete handle of bronze, but a 
short shank, which is either of one piece with the disk or cast separately, and which 
evidently fitted into a handle of wood, bone, or ivory, now generally lost. In case 
the shank is of a separate piece, it is likely to have some ornamental form where it 
joins the disk, e. g. y Ionic or quasi-Ionic volutes with palmettes, as in the examples 
published in the 'Jtyrifiepk 'Apx<uo\oyucj, 1884, Plate VI, 4 and 5 ; a siren, as in one 
from Cyprus in the British Museum (Catalogue of Bronzes, No. 246) ; an Eros, as in 
the one published in the Jahrbuch des archdologischen Instituts, 1888, p. 246; or a 
Victory, as in one in the Biblioth&que Nationale of Paris (Catalogue des bronzes, 
No. 1349). 

It is to this class that the mirror represented in Plate I belongs. It was bought 
in 1890 of Messrs. Rollin et Feuardent, of Paris, by Martin A. Ryerson, Esq., of 
Chicago, and has been deposited by him in the Art Institute of this city. It is said, 
on what evidence is unknown, to have been found in Etruria. At all events, it is 
clearly of Greek, and not Etruscan, manufacture. 

The mirror-disk has a diameter of nineteen centimeters. The reflecting surface is 
very slightly, and at present not quite uniformly, convex. The edge of the disk is 
ornamented with the "egg" pattern (not visible in the illustration), within which 
is a fine bead pattern. The back of the disk is plain. 

The handle is at present detached from the disk, but the original connection is 
sufficiently guaranteed by traces upon the latter. At the back the bronze part of the 
handle is prolonged upward into a palmetto, which served to make the attachment to 
the disk secure. In front the ornamental feature consists of a relief of a siren in 

8 



A Greek Hand-Mirror 



front view, with recurved wings, surrounded by scrolls and palmettes. A strip of 
bead pattern above the siren's head matches that on the disk. The volutes of the two 
lower and smaller palmettes turn outward. Those of the two upper were intended to 
turn inward, but, through an inadvertence of the artist, one of the volutes of the 
upper palmetto on the left is reversed in direction. The entire composition may be 
compared with that on a standing mirror from Hermione in the Louvre (Reinach, 
Repertoire de la statuaire^ Vol. II, p. 702, e), where again a slight asymmetry is 
observable. Of the two the present specimen has the advantage in the compactness 
and appearance of solidity of the design. 

An especial interest is lent to the Chicago mirror by the fact that the handle 
proper, into which the shank of the bronze attachment fits, is here preserved. The 
circumstance is unusual, and, as far as I know, unique, among Greek hand-mirrors of 
the historical period. As the result of a microscopic examination kindly made by 
Professor F. R. Lillie, it appears that this handle is of bone, and not of ivory. It is 
eleven centimeters in length, and is bored through from end to end. The bronze shank, 
now securely in place, seems to extend about three and one-half centimeters into the 
tube. In form the handle is not quite cylindrical, but tapers downward, until at the 
bottom it expands into a sort of collar. It is now much corroded, but the original 
polished surface is preserved here and there. There is no decoration, except that 
of incised rings ; a group of three at the top, then two, then one, then two, and finally 
two on the collar. 

For determining the date of this mirror there is no evidence except the style of 
the bronze relief. The workmanship on the face of the siren is not sharp enough to 
afford a basis of judgment, but the composition as a whole finds its nearest analogies 
in objects assignable to the fifth century B. C, such as the bronze handles figured in 
the AntiquiMs du Bosphore cimm6rienj Plate XLIV, 3 and 7, and the mirror from 
Hermione in the Louvre, referred to above. The recurved wings of the siren, con- 
trasted with the more truthful shape of those to be seen, e. g., on the hydria figured 
by Professor Furtw&ngler in the Sammlung Sabouroff, text to Plate CXLIX, if not 
decisive, are at least favorable to this dating. So likewise is the character of the 
palmettes, with their relatively large volutes. Signs of the archaic period, such as 
may be seen in some of the small bronze sirens of the Athenian Acropolis (Bidder, 
Bronzes de Vacropolc, figs. 112-14), being absent, 450 B. C. may be taken as an 
approximate date. 
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A CANTHARUS FROM THE FACTORY OF BRYGOS 



A CANTHARUS FROM THE FACTORY OF BRYGOS IN THE 
BOSTON MUSEUM OF FINE ARTS 

Frank Bigelow Tabbell 




Thb vase which I am permitted by the authorities of the Museum of Fine Arts in 
Boston to publish was acquired by the Museum in 1895 and is mentioned in the 
Report of the Museum for that year on p. 20, under No. 24, as well as in the Archdo- 
logiscker Anzeiger for 1896, p. 96, under No. 24. According to information believed 
to be trustworthy, it was found in Boeotia. The drawings reproduced in the head-piece 
and on Plates II and III are by the skilful hand of Mr. F. Anderson. 

The vase is a cantharus, 1 measuring 0.247 meter in height to the top of the 
handles. It has been broken, but not seriously. Only a few small bits are missing, 
and the design has suffered no serious loss, except on the head of the female figure. 
The preliminary sketch, made before the clay was thoroughly hardened, is distinctly 



>Tho shape resembles closely that of an early black- 
figured specimen in Berlin, No. 1737 (Gerhard, Etruakische 
und eompanische Vasenbilder, Plate XIII, 1-3), and of a 
red-figured one in the Cabinet des medailles, Paris 
(photograph by Giraudon, No. 92). Although this form of 
drinking-cup is represented with great frequency on Attic 
monuments, chiefly rases, of the sixth century and the 
early fifth, actual specimens are comparatively rare in the 
Attio black-figured and early red-figured stylos. For this 
and other reasons it seems likely that the form, like several 
others used for pottery, was designed for metal, and that 
the representations in art were often intended to be under- 
stood as of metal. 

There is another type of cantharus {Catalogue of Vase* 



in the BritUh Museum, Vol. Ill, p. 18, fig. 19), characterized 
by a bridge extending from each handle to the rim of the 
bowl and by a spur on the outside of each handle below the 
bridge. This type seems to occur somewhat more fre- 
quently in Attio pottery than the foregoing. It is repre- 
sented on certain coins (c p., British Museum Catalogue of 
Greek Coins, "Central Greece," Plate VII, 8; Plate Xm, 
10, 11, 16; "Thessaly, etc.," Plate XXI, 13, 19, 20; Coins of 
the Ancients, Plate 12, 4), but is almost unknown in vase- 
paintings. An instance, however, is found on an unpub- 
lished white lecythus in Munich. 

A third type is exemplified by the cantharus of Epige- 
nes (Wiener VorlegeblOtter, B, IX). 



A Canthabus prom the Factory of Brygos 



traceable in places. The hair of the woman is done in streaks of alternately lighter 
and darker brown. Light yellowish brown is used for the lines on the upper part and 
inside lower part of the woman's chiton, for the minor anatomical markings of the 
three male figures, for the hair on the front of Zeus's body, for his gaiters, and for 
the criss-cross markings of the palm tree. Purple is used for the ribbons which con- 
fine the woman's and the boy's hair, for the woman's girdle, and for the soles and 
straps of Zeus's sandals. The black background is of a greenish tinge. 

The subjects of the designs demand but little explanation, inasmuch as they offer 
nothing novel On the one side (Plate II) a bearded male figure, wearing only a 
himation and holding a scepter in his left hand, is in hot pursuit of a fleeing woman, 
who turns toward him with a gesture of appeal The male figure is almost certainly 
Zeus. The woman may be intended for JEgina, as on a stamnos in the Vatican 
(Museo Gregoriano, II, Plate XX), where the name is attached; but, in view of the 
number of Zeus's similar adventures, she is best left anonymous.' She wears an Ionic 
chiton, which she pulls up with her right hand for greater freedom in running. The 
garment appears as if open on the right side, but this is probably only an error in 
drawing. Over the chiton the woman wears a himation. Her back hair hangs down, 
the ends being gathered up into a bunch, tied with a ribbon.' Behind Zeus is an 
altar with a palm tree, showing that the scene is conceived as taking place in or near 
a sacred precinct, 4 probably of Apollo. 

On the other side of the cantharus (Plate III) Zeus is seen again in pursuit. 
He is dressed as before, except for the addition of sandals and what appear to be 
gaiters. 6 The object of his pursuit is this time an immature boy, Ganymedes.* The 
latter wears a himation and, as frequently, carries a hoop and stick. 

More interesting than the subjects is the question of authorship. It is obvious 
that the vase belongs in the early part of the fifth century, and is the work of a man 
of unusual talent. Nor is it difficult to narrow the determination further. The dots 
upon all four himatia, the dotted border of Zeus's himation and his obliquely striped 
scepter in the Ganymedes scene, the rendering of the woman's hair in shades of 
brown, the liberal indication of hair along the median line of Zeus's body, and the 

> Ovxrbbck, Qrieeh. Kututmythologie, Bd. II, pp. 396-402. high, boots (4r8popt'3«T) . Bat in the case before as the foot- 

* The »«. .rr.n8.ment of the hair occurs on the cylix *» r "f?" '' *° iudg ? by f * h ?"~f to Btrap f« e " d • *"» abo ~ 

b, Peithinos in Berlin, No. 2«9 (Habtwio, MrUUr K Kalcn, ""> sn "~: *™ nC %£ that the U F°T5Z'F w ^ m ** 

riateXXV),on.cylixinCorneto«6«.,PlateLXXV),and *«*? '^?''rr r ^T!^ 

on.hydriatatheCabinetdesmedailles, Paris (photograph £°* ^ <*» "**"*" plaC ° b f, TO J d l 1 (mdW *£! * 
w «• j *r n*\ ™ i *u u • a.1 • #- black). On the British Museum cylix E. 69, ascribed to 

by Giraudon, No. 75). Cf. also the archaic Artemis from _ /w , „ , .,,„ in- «\ *u *. *• 

P^iiC^^^^^en,^,^. ^^XX^ZT^^\^^X 

* Jahn (ArchOotogUche A*tf$atze, pp. 149, 150) called stead of being confined to the legs, appear also between 
attention to the frequency with which an altar is intro- the straps of the sandals, as if the bandages were wound 
duced into scenes of abduction. According to him it means about the feet as well as the legs. On E. 264 in the British 
that the event is thought of as taking place at a religious Museum the representation seems to agree with that on the 
festival, and it reflects the fact that on such occasions Boston cantharus. On E. 276 and E. 9SL the black lines are 
Greek girls had a liberty of public appearance not usually drawn about the legs, but the brown dabs are omitted ; and 
accorded to them. this appears to be a common mode of representation. 

* The articles in question are commonly described as *Ovbkbbck, Qrieeh, Kunstmythologie, Bd. II, pp. 515-18. 
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peculiar arrangement of the hair at the back of Zeus' s neck T are all in the style of 
Brygos (if we may for convenience so call the man who decorated the cylices signed 
with Bpuyos brotyaev). And, though each of these features may be found in the work 
of one or more of his contemporaries, taken collectively they point pretty strongly to 
him. Again, the triple ends of the hair-ribbons and of the girdle are characteristic of 
Brygos. But more decisive still are the narrow eyes, sensitive nostrils, and parted 
lips of the faces, and the headlong impetuosity of movement in the figures. These 
indications are sufficient to assure us that this vase was not merely produced under 
the influence of Brygos, but was decorated by his very hand. It is thus one of the 
most important treasures in the Greek vase collection of the Boston Museum. 

* Cf. the satyr on the left of the fragment in Castle nted to Brygos. Several Instances occur also on a eylix in 
Ashby (Habtwig, MeUtevchalen, Plate XXXIII, 2), attrib- the style of Doris (ibid., Plate LXVU. 
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THE MEANING OF k*\ rfc <ncrprfis IN WRITERS OF THE 

FOURTH CENTURY 

Roy C. Flickinoer 

Thebe are several passages in Aristotle's Poetics that are of great importance to 
the student of scenic antiquities, whatever his opinion may be regarding a raised stage 
in the Greek theater of the fourth century before Christ. They were brought into 
the controversy long ago, but the adherents of each theory have contented themselves 
with merely stating their own interpretation of the isolated point at issue, in opposition 
to that of their opponents, without careful analysis of the entire context in each case. 
Consequently no progress toward the complete understanding of these passages has 
been made. They were first cited as having a bearing upon the stage question by 
Mr. H. Richards, in the Classical Review, Vol V (1891), p. 97: 

Before we accept Dr. DOrpfeld's theory that the actors in a Greek theater performed in the 
orchestra, and not on the stage, some explanation ought to be forthcoming of certain passages in 
the Poetics of Aristotle, in which the contrary seems to be implied. Aristotle several times uses 

ivl rrjs (TKrjvri^ in a way very hard to reconcile with the new theory These passages (to 

which others of a similar kind could be added from later writers) appear to be decisive, unless 
any one will maintain that aKrjvrj came to be applied to the orchestra or some part of it. But is 
there any evidence for that T And, further, does not the word M imply something raised above 
the level! 

In 1895 l Mr. F. B. Jevons, in the Gardner- Jevons Manual of Greek Antiquities, 
p. 678, wrote : " Aristotle repeatedly uses the phrase M rip aicqvrft, in which a-fcrjvtj 
can scarcely mean the orchestra or any part of it, and iirl naturally means 'on' and 
implies elevation ;" and M. Octave Navarre, in Dionysos, pp. 105 ff. : " Aristote dit que 
la trag&Lie ne peut pas representor plusieurs 6v6nements & la fois, mais seulement 'la 
partie de Paction qui s'accomplit sur la sc&ne et par les acteurs.' La sc&ne est, on 
le voit, d£sign6e de la fa$on la plus nette comme le lieu affects aux acteurs." In the 
following year Dr. Emil Reisch, 8 in Dftrpfeld-Reisch, Das griechische Theater, pp. 
284 ff ., published the following explanation : 

Wie die Schauspieler &w6 o~#opo}s kommen und sprechen, so bewegen sie sich in der Regel 
wfthrend des Spieles im <ncr/vrjs, in der Nfthe der Skene, ja haftfig genug bleiben sie auf den 
Stufen des Hauses oder in dem von den Paraskenien begrenzten Vorraum des Hauses. Daher 
kOnnen sie kurzweg als ol M aKrjvrj*; bezeichnet warden; doch ist zu bemerken, class dieser 
Ausdruck niemals so wie ol <far6 ovcip^s im Gegensatz zum Chor gesagt wild, weil auch der Chor 

i In the Revue critique. Vol. XXVI (1802), p. 450, Mr. S. welche das Wort raH auf das gedielte podium, oder wenn 

Beinach referred to Mr. Bichards's argument with apparent man das nicht sugeben will, auf den Plats beschrtnkt, 

approval. Christ, " Bedeutungswechsel einiger auf das auf dem gespielt wurde," quoting Aristotle's use. 
griech. Theater beauglichen Ausdrucke," Jahrb. f. cla*$. 2D]Pa Dorpfeld agrees with his coUaborator in this: cf. 

PhiL, Vol. C1L (1804), p. 39, said : " Die vierte Bedeutung, ibid ^ p . 34^ v 
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hafifig in der Nfthe der Skene zu thun hat. Es ist also damit durchaus nicht eine Scheidung der 
Schauspielpersonen beabsichtigt. 

Allerdings wfirde der Ausdruck cVt o-Ktjvrjs von den Schanspielern auch dann gebraucht 
werden konnen, wenn der Vorraum vor dem Hause durch eine Bfihne gebildet wfirde. Aber 
bloss aus diesem Ausdruck heraus lftsst sich das Vorhandensein einer Bfihne nicht erschliessen. 
Denn es wftre naturlich ein arger Fehlschluss, wenn man aus den Worten im aKrprrjs und diro 
<TKrjvrj<: folgern wollte: vKrjvrj heisst "Buhne." .... Nach dem, was wir fiber die Bedeutung von 
o-Krjvrj auseinander gesetzt haben, kOnnen fur Inl vKrjvfjs in der erw&hnten typischen Verwendung 
(oi oder to lire aKrjvrjs) nur zwei Uebersetzungen in Betracht kommen: " auf dem Hause " und " bei 
dem Hause." 

Die erstere Auffassung hfttte selbst dann ihre Bedenken, wenn man in der Skene eine 
Buhne annehmen wollte, die wie die romische Bfihne einen integrirenden Bestandteil des 
Schauspielhauses gebildet hfttte. Denn dann wftre eher die Wendung lv o-m/i^ " in scaena " zu 
erwarten. Die zweite Auffassung dagegen hat alle sprachlichen Analogien fur sich. Dass das 
Vorwort M (mit Genetiv, Dativ und Accusativ) nicht nur zur Bezeichnung von Hohenunter- 
schieden, sondern auch zur Bezeichnung der Nachbarschaft zweier auf gleichem Boden befind- 
licher Dinge verwendet wird, dfirfte wohl bekannt genug sein. Aber es ist vielleicht nicht 
fiberflfissig, darauf hinzuweisen, dass Iwt gerade mit den Bezeichnungen des Hauses sehr hafifig 

in diesem Sinne verbunden zu werden pflegt Die Beispiele dfirften genfigen, urn zu der 

Annahme zu berechtigen, dass man die Wendung inl <ncqvrj^ ursprfinglich im Sinne von Ivl 
oLKtas " vor, bei dem Hause " gebraucht hat. Naturlich erhielt der Ausdruck dann sehr bald 
formelhafte Geltung und bezeichnet kurzweg: u auf dem (vor der Skene befindlichen) Spielplatz." 

Mr. A. E. Haigh, in The Attic Theatre (2d ed., 1898), pp. 189 f., has said: 

Aristotle in many places speaks of the songs of the actors as rot dV6 ri}s oTopofc, in opposition 
to the songs of the chorus, ra tov \opov. Further, he speaks of the actor's part as being played 
ivl rrjs o-KTjvrjs. According to the usual interpretation of these passages, he means that the 
actors played their part " upon the stage," and sang their songs " from the stage." DOrpfeld, 
however, proposes in these cases to translate the word vKrjvrj as the " background," and not as 
the "stage." He supposes Aristotle to mean that the actors performed "at the background," • 
and sang their songs " from the background." He denies that the two expressions imply the 
existence of a stage. Now, the translation that he suggests may be possible, as far as the Greek 
is concerned. But it is very difficult to believe that they are the right translations in these par- 
ticular passages of Aristotle. Aristotle's words seem to clearly imply that there was some 
essential and conspicuous difference between the position of the actors and that of the chorus. 
But if, as DOrpfeld thinks, they all performed together in the orchestra, there would be no such 
distinguishing mark. It is true that the actors might, for the most part, be rather nearer the 
stage buildings; and the chorus might, for the most part, be rather more distant from them. 
But practically they would be standing in the 6ame place; there would be no pronounced differ- 
ence. Aristotle's words appear to be explicable only on the supposition that the actors appeared 
upon a stage, the chorus in the orchestra. 

More recently Professor A. Muller, " Untersuchungen zu den Bfihnenalterthfimern," 
PhilologuSy Supplementband VII (1899), pp. 6-12, wrote: 

Wir mfissen derselben [i. e., Reisch's view] jedoch unsere Zustimmung versagen, da wir 
uns verpflichtet ffihlen, auf Grund der folgenden ErOrterung das Vorhandensein einer Bfihne 
im attischen Theater als sicher anzunehmen. 

tit will be observed that Haigh's "at the background" by no means accurately reproduces the Dorpfeld-Beisch 
11 auf dem Spielplatz." 
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Wir gehen davon aus, dass die Schauspieler ihren eigenthumlichen Standort in der Nahe 
dee Spielhauses hatten, und dass dieser durch die im Druck hervorgehobenen Worte der 
folgenden Stellen des Aristoteles bezeichnet wild, zu dessen Zeiten noch ebenso im Theater 

gespielt wurde, wie im V. Jahrhundert (S. Dcrpf., S. 379) Giebt es nun Stellen, an denen 

Personen, welche sich von der Parodos aus zu dem gewtthnlichen Standorte der Schauspieler 
begeben, einen Aufstieg, oder solche, welche vom gewtthnlichen Standorte der Schauspieler zur 
Parados gehen, einen Abstieg vornehmen mussen, so ist der Schluss geboten, dass jener 
Standort erhftht war. Und solche Stellen finden sich in den ftltesten KomOdien des Aristophanes. 4 
.... Wenn nun die vorstehende unbefangene ErOrterung einiger aristophanischer Stellen und 
Scholien das Ergebniss geliefert hat, dass der gewOhnliche Standort der Schauspieler erhOht 
war, und wenn bei Aristoteles die Schauspieler ol &w6 vktjvt}*; heissen, ihre Partie to M aicrpij* 
und ihre Lieder to <fcrd vKrjvrp genannt werden, so ist der Schluss gerechtfertigt, dass dieser 
erhfthte Standort eben o-Krjvrj hiess. 

In the course of an investigation on the subject of the Greek theater and drama 
in the time of Plutarch I have found myself obliged to trace the history of the word 
aKrjprj from the earliest times in order to determine, as precisely as possible, its exact 
meaning everywhere, and particularly in such phrases as airb rtfr a/crjirrp, iirl rip 
a/crjvrfr, and iv Ty a/CTjin}, which occur with great frequency in the later literature. 
The subject itself is not a new one. The large collection of material brought together 
by Wieseler in 1870, in the Ersch-Gruber Encyclopddie, Vol. IV, pp. 159 ff., s. v. 
"Griechisches Theater," has furnished investigators in the field of scenic antiquities 
with a large proportion of their instances of the word's use. Notable among these 
scholars are Christ, 6 Muller, 6 and Reisch. 7 The two former adhere, in the main, to the 
outline of the successive changes of meaning of atcrjvq laid down by Wieseler, while 
the last-named adopts an explanation consistent with the DOrpfeld theory of the stage, 
eliminating the meaning "stage" for the classical period of Greek literature. All of 
these scholars have contributed to the solution of the perplexing problem in a greater 
or less degree, but nevertheless all have, in my opinion, been too prone to classify 
their material en masse under convenient rubrics largely determined by their own 
position in the stage controversy, instead of subjecting each separate instance or 
category to a discriminating scrutiny, testing first the context in which the word 
occurs and then ranging the instances appropriately in accordance with a strictly 
historical view of the development of the meanings of the word or the phrase. It so 
happens, therefore, that the same passage is often used by both parties to prove things 
exactly opposite, as is illustrated by the quotations given above concerning the 
Aristotelian usage. 

In the course of my study I became convinced that Aristotle's use of the term, 

'Here follows a discussion of those passages in Aris- Fragen," Jahr.f. clou. Phil., Supplementband XIX (1898), 

tophanea that involve the use of avafiaimv and similar PP. 699 f., 721. 

expressions. This phase of the subject has been already *Jahrb.f. Phil, Vol. CIL (1894), pp. 38 ff. 

sufficiently treated by White, " The • Stage ' in Aristoph- 6 BUhnenalterihUmer (1886) and Phitologus, Supplement- 

anes," Harvard Studies, Vol. II (1891), pp. 164 ff. ; Capps, band VII (1899), pp. 3 ff. 

44 The Stage in the Greek Theater," Trans. Am Phil. Ass., t Zeitsckriftf. d. Osterr. Gymnasicn, Vol. XXXVIII (1887), 

Vol. XXII (1891), pp. 64 ff.; Bodenstkihkb, " Szenische pp. 276 ff., and Das griechische Theater (1896), pp. 283 ff. 

15 



6 Meaning op iw\ rr}<: tncqvri^ in Writers op the Foubth Centubt 

bo far as it extended, was quite consistent with that of Plutarch and his contempo- 
raries; in fact, that only by gaining a correct idea of the meaning of the phrases in 
question in Aristotle could one secure the right point of departure for the interpreta- 
tion of the idioms in Plutarch. The Aristotelian passages were first attacked in a 
discriminating way and made the basis of a general classification by Edward Capps, 
who, however, has published only an abstract of his conclusions. 8 Approaching the 
subject originally from the point of view of Plutarch's usage, I have found myself in 
substantial agreement with Professor Capps's conclusions, and at his suggestion, and 
availing myself of his collections, with which he allowed me to supplement my own, 
and his constant criticism and advice, I have thought it well to state fully the case as 
far as concerns Aristotle, reserving for a later occasion the results of my studies in 
Plutarch and the later literature — except in so far as it may seem advisable to quote 
here later instances in illustration of the usage of the earlier period. I take this 
opportunity to acknowledge my obligations to all my predecessors in this field. 

Before the middle of the fourth century the phrases hrl rip (r/cqvffc and airh rrjp 
<jKT)vrp do not occur with reference to the theater. My excuse for restricting myself 
in the present paper to the consideration of the usage of a single period, the fourth 
century, is the overwhelming importance of that period for the stage question. From 
the fifth century we have a large number of extant plays, and practically no one now 
contends for the Vitruvian stage in that century. 9 From later times theater ruins are 
numerous, but for the fourth century itself our evidence is comparatively scanty. 
But the opponents of the DOrpfeld theory insist upon identifying the proscenium with 
the Vitruvian stage, and the extant remains which give positive evidence of a pro- 
scenium happen not to be earlier than the latter half of the fourth century. At about 
this time, therefore, as Haigh, 10 Bethe," and others" maintain, the actors, who had 
before this performed upon a low platform, were elevated suddenly to the full height 
of the proscenium. This could have been accomplished only by the sacrifice of the 
chorus, as the advocates of the high stage now clearly see ; and they accordingly take 
refuge in the current but doubtful tradition, to the effect that the chorus was either 
given up altogether or "its functions were merely those of the modern band" or "of 
mere interlude-singers." Exactly what changes in the drama this period witnessed has 
not yet been fully made out, and we cannot enter upon the chorus question here. 11 How- 
ever, even among those who accept Dr. DOrpf eld's theory for the fifth century, 1 * there is a 

■ M 'B«i rij< aK^vrfi and Similar Expressions,*' Am. Jour. "For the evidence in favor of the existence beyond the 

Arch., Vol. V (1901) p. 31. limits of the fourth century of both the tragic and the 

• Except Puchstein, Die gricchische BUhne, who comic chorus, see Capps," The Chorus in the Late Greek 

announces in his preface that he disregards all evidence Drama," Am. Jour. Arch., Vol. X (1895), pp. 288 ff. ; Leo, 

from the literary sources. In his review of this book, Rhein. Museum, Vol. LII (1897), pp. 509 ff.; A. KORTE/'Das 

Classical Review, Vol. XV (1901), pp. 470 ff., Haigh seems Fortleben des Chore im griechischen Drama," N. Jahrb. 

ready to abandon the position which he had consistently /• Phil., Vol. V (1900), pp. 81 ff. ; Beibch, Das grieeh. 

maintained from the beginning. Theater, pp. 258 ff., and in the Pauly-Wissowa Real-Encyelo- 

v>The Attic Theater*, pp. 155 ff. p&die, Vol. Ill, p. 2402, s. v. "Chor," and Capps, Trans. 

ii Prolegomena tur Geschichte des Theaters im Alter- Am ' Phil ' A »" Vol « XXXI < 1900 >' p * 183 f - 
thum, pp. 243 ff., and Oott. gelehr. Anzeiger, 1897, pp. 726 ff. " Cf. White, Harvard Studies, Vol. II (1891), p. 187 

" Chmst, Sitxungsberichtc der bayer. Akad. der Wissen- ?<*• \\ *** Bobbbt, Hermes, Vol. XXXII (1897), p. 447, and 

•ehaften, 1894, pp. 26 f. m <***• ***'• Anzeiger, 1897, pp. 89 ff. 
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tendency to go over to Vitruvius for the period represented by the Lycurgus theater 
at Athens and by the theater at Epidaums — the last quarter of the fourth century. 
In this dearth of evidence and abundance of conjecture anything bearing on the 
general question is of exceptional importance. But the subject of the present 
discussion is not merely important; though its bearing has been strangely overlooked, 
it is really fundamental If brl rtfr tncrjvfp in Aristotle and his contemporaries means 
"on the stage," and if brl in this phrase necessarily "implies elevation," we need no 
more evidence — the great question is decided. 

For the subject under discussion much has been made of Plato, 11 Symposium, 
194 b; hriXijafUDv fievr' av elffv, & 'Ayddwv, elireiv rov ^(OKpdrrjv, el lBa>v r^v <ri)V avBpelav 
/cat fjL€ya\o<f>po<rvmjv avafJafaovros brl rbv otcplftavra fiera t&v xnroKpiT&v, tcml fJXJyfravTOQ 
ivavrla roaoxmp Oedrpy, /WWoiro? briBelgeadai aamov XcPyou?, teal ovf? inrunrnovv ixirXa- 
yeirroS) vinf olrjOelrjv ae Oopvfirjd'foeaOai kvetca r}p&v 6\(y<Dv avdpdnrwv. 

I should be forgetful, Agathon, said Socrates, of the courage and spirit which you 
showed when your compositions were about to be exhibited, when you came upon the c«pijjSds with 
the actors and faced the whole audience " altogether undismayed, if I thought you would on 
the present occasion be disturbed by a small company of friends. 

The scholiast on this passage, and Hesychius s. v. oicplfias, give this explanation: 
OKptfias • to Xoyelov, ifi oh oi rpaytpBol rjycovC^ovro • rivet Bi icikXlfiafi Tpuncekrfi, i<f> J oh 
XaravTO oi tnrotcpiral teal rk i/c /ier&!>pov Xdyovaiv, and Timaeus, Lex. Flat., 6tcpt/3a$' 
irfjypa to hf T<p Qtarptp TiQ&yxvov, ifi oi Zaravro oi rk Brjfuicia \dyovres. Evidently 
these writers had no clear idea of the word's meaning. Moreover, the appearance of 
the poet with the actors shows that here we have to do, not with the aywv, but with 
the irpodywv, 11 and that was held, not in the theater, but in the odeum." The passage, 
then, whatever its precise interpretation may be, is not relevant to the present discus- 
sion. In the present unsatisfactory state of our information regarding the irpodycov, 
therefore, we are scarcely warranted in drawing sweeping conclusions from Plato's 
reference to that ceremony. 

Aristotle uses the phrase brl (rip) a-tcrjvr^ four times in the Poetics, viz. : (1) 
XIII, 6, p. 1453a; (2) XVII, 1, p. 1455a; (3) XXIV, 4, p. 14596; and (4) XXIV, 
8, p. 1460a; and Demosthenes uses it once (5) in Or., XIX, 337. I shall now con- 
sider these passages in turn. 

1. XIII, 6, p. 1453 a: Bib teal oi EvpnriBy iytcaXovvre; tovt 9 avrb apaprrdvovaiv, 
Sri tovto Spa hf reus Tpay<pBlais teal iroXkal avrov w hwrrv\Lav rekevrAaiv. tovto yap 
iariv for/rep elprjrai 6p06v. arjfieiov Be pdyiarov brl yap t&v atcrjv&v /cal t&v aywvwv 

i* Cf. A. M0IXZB, B*hne$utft., p. 965, notes 8, 4, who gives ,T Other interpretations were reviewed and rejected by 

a list of previous authorities; also Wiesklkk, loc. eit. y Bhodk, Rktin. IAm., Vol. XXXVIII (1883), pp. 253 ff. It is 

p. 208, note 20; Okhmzchkh, Wock, f. Mass. PhiL, Vol. IX likely, too, that under the term inrwqurai all of Agathon*s 

(1802), p. 1142 ; Navabbx, op. dt~, p. 106, note 2 ; and MOllkr, performers were included, chorus as well as actors. Cf. the 

PkiloioffUBy Supplementband VH, p. 56. story told in the Vita EuripidU of Sophocles and his cKonu 

w Till the close of the fifth century the almost exclusive at tno »P**>w after the news of Euripides's death, 

meaning of torpor was " audience ; " c/. Wilamowitz-Mol- m Cf. schol. Aeschines Ctctiphon. § 67. 
lemdout, Henna, XXI (1886), pp. 602 1 
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rpayuearraTai at rotavrat <f>a(vovrcu, &p tcaTop0a>0OHTiv, teal 6 Jbvpiirlhrfi el teal rk a\\a fjirj 
ev oucovo/iei aWa Tpayucdnartk ye r&v irotrjr&v (fxitverai. 

Aristotle has been saying that a well-constructed plot should be simple, and 
should imitate actions which excite pity and fear — the pity that is aroused by 
unmerited misfortune, the fear that is stirred by the misfortune of a man like our- 
selves. The reversal of fortune should, therefore, be from good to bad. The practice 
of the stage, he adds, bears out our view (oyfielov 8k /cai to yiyv6fievov) y for tragedies 
nowadays are founded on the story of a few heroes whose fortunes illustrate this 
principle. The earlier poets had treated any legend, whatever the nature of the issue. 
A perfect tragedy, however, should be so constructed. He then adds: 

Hence they commit the same error [t. e., as the earlier poets] who censure Euripides just 
because he follows this principle in his plays, many of which end unhappily. It is, as we have 
said, the right ending. The best proof is that on the stage and in dramatic competitions such 
plays, if they are well represented, are the most tragic in effect; and Euripides, faulty as he is 
in the general management of his subject, yet is felt to be the most tragic of the poets. 19 

In this chapter Aristotle finds confirmation of his statement of the principles of 
tragic composition in the practice of successful poets and in the effect that tragedies 
constructed according to his rules actually have upon the audiences. He appeals twice 
to the "practice of the stage," as Butcher renders to yiyv6fievov. The contrast is 
between plays which are technically perfect and those which, in spite of technical 
faults, do actually succeed in exciting the emotions of pity and fear. The test is the 
actual performance. There is no suggestion involving the work of the actors as 
opposed to that of the chorus. Assuming that they are well put on (&v tcaTopOcoO&aiv), 
the plays of Euripides, with all their faults, are most effective when actually produced 
(farl t&p atcrjvayv teal r&v ayd>v<ov). The combination of cktjv&v with ay&wv shows 
that tncqvri has here the common meaning of "performance." The phrase may be 
regarded as an example of hendiadys, and means nothing more or less than "at scenic 
contests." This is precisely the meaning of the modern phrase employed by Butcher, 
"on the stage and in dramatic competition''; only we must not allow the modern 
connotation of "stage" as the actors' platform to affect our interpretation of the 
Greek phrase, in which the work of the chorus is necessarily included. This point 
will be made clearer in the discussion of the other passages. In post-classical Greek 
another phrase is sometimes used in the same meaning — hrl Oedrpov, e. (jr., schoL 
Vesp. 1291: iyfr)<f>foaTO 6 KX&w prjteeri 8eiv K<on<p8la$ €7ri Oedrpcw 20 etadyeaOai. " Cleon 
had a bill passed that no more comedies should be exhibited at spectacles." To 
express this thought Aristotle would probably have said iwl rfyv aKijvifv eladyeaOcu. 

2. XVII, 1, p. 1455 a: 8ei 8k rots fivOovs avvurrdvai teal ry X^ei avuairepydr 
£e<T0ai in fidXiara irpb dfifidrcw nOefiepov oura> yhp hv ivapydarara [o^] op&v ixnrep 
irap* avrols yiyp6/tevos tow irparronivois evpiateoi to irphrov fcal qtuora hv \av0dvoi [to] 
rd \nrevavrla % arjfMeiov 8k tovtov 8 iirerifiaro Kap/cCvcp • 6 yap 'Afjufridpaos i£ Upov avrjei, 

*• In translating the Poetic* I have used Butcher's ver- 20 V, ivl #c<rp»r; B, fol* co#p; the others, iwl t* ftarpy. 

sion (2d ed.) with slight adaptations. 

18 



Roy C. Flickingeb 9 



t pt) op&vr 9 a(yyrbv [0€aTr)i>] * l\dv0av€v, itrl Bi 7% GKt\vr\fi igiireaev Bv<r)(€pavdvTa>v 
tovto t&v $ear&p. 

In constructing the plot and working it out with the proper diction, the poet should place 
the scene, as far as possible, before his eyes. In this way, seeing everything with the utmost 
vividness, as if he were a spectator of the action, he will discover what is in keeping with it, and 
be most unlikely to overlook inconsistencies. The need of such a rule is shown by the fault 
found in Carcinus. Amphiaraus was on his way from the temple. This fact escaped the notice 
of the poet, who did not visualize the situation. On the stage, however, the piece failed, the 
audience being offended at the oversight. 

Since we have no knowledge of the plot of the play, the hint given by Aristotle 
is necessarily obscure. But the inconsistency that Carcinus overlooked is, neverthe- 
less, indicated with sufficient clearness. The poet had not, in constructing his plot, 
carefully worked out the language of his characters (rf; \tf~ei avpairepyd^eaOai. 
Butcher's "diction" is faulty) so that it should harmonize with their actions. Here 
Amphiaraus was on his way back from the temple, whither he had previously departed, 
but on his reappearance speaks of having come from somewhere else. 23 The contrast 
here is similar to that in the passage previously discussed — between the crucial test 
of the performance before spectators and the intrinsic merits of a play. There the 
practical success of Euripides is set over against defects in technique ; here the prac- 
tical failure of Carcinus against the (implied) merits of his drama. When writing 
the play the poet, by failing to visualize his plot, overlooked an inconsistency ; but 
when the play was performed (M tt/9 <rieT)vry;), it failed because of this small defect. 23 
To introduce into the interpretation of this passage a reference to a stage for actors, 
as contrasted with the orchestra for the chorus, is to violate common sense and reason. 
Here also ctcrjvq stands for the theater itself; brl rtfr aKTjvfp is equivalent to the later 
hr\ toS 0edrpov, and means, by metonomy, " at the performance." An excellent parallel 
is found in Plutarch, Moralia, p. 845a: (ArifioaOdinp) bnreawv hiiror* eVl rrp &Kic\ri<ria<i. 

3. XXIV, 3, 4, p. 1459 b : Bia<f>^p€i 8k Kara re T1J9 avardaew: to firjK(y: 17 hroiroila 

31 The emendation of Gompers for hpmrr* rbv #c anf* of H. DCntzeb, Rettung der Arist. Poetik, p. 177, saw the 
the manuscripts. A careful examination of the context point correctly, though vaguely, but found an impossible 
shows that the poet, not the spectator, was blamed for contrast between it UpoO and cVi oK^vi^. TeichmCller, 
overlooking the inconsistency. The phrase &pt*r .... Arist. Forachungen, Vol. I, 104 f., read 0<anj»s and thought 
ycMTtt A****** applies to him, and its echo, mH 4p»»t« .... the spectators were offended because they did not see the 
cAiyfoOT', naturally does the same. Dacier saw the proper return of Amphiaraus from the temple actually represented 
application, and read irotifnjr for #c«nfr, which Susemihl before their eyes instead of being merely described. But 
adopted. Butcher brackets rfc* ftanf r, but the passage then that would not have involved a vvtvamlov. Gomperz in 
lacks the definite reference to Carcinus that is required. Aristoteles Poetik (1897), p. Ill, suggests that the appear- 
Vahlen's conjecture, ipArT* «r, though perhaps easiest to ex- ance in another role of the actor who played Amphiaraus's 
plain palsBOgraphically, breaks down at the same point. part while ho was supposed to be absent offended the 
Gompers's emendation gives the evident meaning of the audience. But this occurred ki nearly every play, 
passage, and from it the present reading could easily have 23 Euripides, on the contrary, is commended for his care 
been derived by some scribe's writing rhw **anjr between the i n sucn details, viz., for telling the audience whence a char- 
lines as a comment on *vrtf», which he misunderstood. acter CO mes and whither he is going. The opening line of 

»This is better than to assign the error to faulty stage the Troada is a case in point: "IU» ktwitv \lyaio* aAftvpbr 

management, c p., that Amphiaraus made his exit through 0a0o«, where the scholiast remarks: 6a<k evi tow tfearpov & 

one of the parodoi, and then on his return entered from Evpivtdip. " Euripides was wholly intent upon, t. e., was 

the building represented by the proscenium. Susemihl, ever thoughtful of, his audience." Cf. Plutarch, Moralia, 

pp, 254, 1626 (2d ed.), frankly confessed ignorance of the p. 3426; (Alexander, entertaining the Persian ambassadors), 

fault involved ; Wbxckeb, Die griechischen TraoOdien* Vol. ovWr ipvra voj.Iik6v, .... dAA' 6a<k c* rols xvpiwrarott V rip 

HI, p. 1005, brought nothing of value to the discussion. wpiovia* ; and Horace, Sat., I., 9, 2 : totus in Mis. 
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ical to perpov. rod p*v ovv iirfKOvs Spos licavbs 6 elprfpe'vos * BuvaaOcu yap Bet awopaadai 
ttjv apyftv Kal to WX09. etrf B 9 &v toOto, el r&v pkv hpyafov iXdrroirt al ovardaeis eUv, 
7rpbs Be to irXfjOo? rpaytpBi&v r&v eh plav atcpoaciv riOepevcov irapij/coiev. e\ei Bi irpbs to 
ewetcreiveaOai to pdyeOas iroXv Tt 17 eiroirotui IBiov Sia to iv ph> ry rpaytpBCa pij evBe^eadcu 
&pa irparrSfieva iroWa pApi) ptpeUrOai a\Xa to iirl rip atcrjinf; Kal r&v inroKpir&v pJpos 
pSvov. iv Bk Ty hroiroiiq Bia to Btqyrjo-iv elvai ian iroWa p^prj apa iroielv irepcuv6peva. 

Epic poetry differs from tragedy in the scale on which it is constructed, and in its metre. 
As regards scale or length, we have already laid down an adequate limit: the beginning and the 
end must be capable of being brought within a single view. This condition will be satisfied by 
poems on a smaller scale than the old epics, and answering in length to the group of tragedies 
presented at a single sitting. Epic poetry has, however, a special capacity for enlarging its 
dimensions, and we can see the reason. In tragedy we cannot imitate several actions carried on 
at one and the same time; we must confine ourselves to the action on the stage and the part 
taken by the players. But in epic poetry, owing to the narrative form, many events simul- 
taneously transacted can be presented. 

A tragic plot is restricted as to time and place, t. e., it cannot represent more 
than one event at a time. Now to represent simultaneous events we need several 
groups of characters and as many places for their action. But tragedy can present 
but one group of characters at a time acting in but one place, viz., that represented in 
the scenery of the theater. Whenever in a play the scene of action has once been 
localized, there it must remain, and no performers can be introduced inconsistent with 
this location. Now the chief cause of this restriction was the chorus. Its constant 
presence effectually prevented the tragic poet from shifting the scene of action, as the 
epic poet could readily do in his narrative, and as the modern dramatic poet, freed 
from this serious limitation, can do without violating the laws of his art The fifth- 
century dramatists keenly felt the restraint put upon them and tried to gain a larger 
freedom. JEschylus in the Eumenides, Sophocles in -the Ajax, Euripides in the 
Alcestis, Aristophanes in the Thesmophoriazusae, and the unknown author of the 
Rhesus succeeded in removing the chorus for a moment while the scene was changed ; 
but they could not introduce a new set of characters in the new scene, because the 
traditions of the drama imposed upon the poet a single chorus for each piece. The 
utmost that the poets did in this direction was done in the early period of tragedy, 
when chorus and actors changed their characters between the longer episodes — an 
arrangement from which developed the group of four plays forming a tetralogy. 
Aristotle, of course, did not dream of a tragedy without a chorus, and in formulating 
the laws which govern this branch of the imitative art, accepting the chorus as an 
essential part of tragedy, simply defined the conditions which arise from its presence. 
It is evident, therefore, that under the term oi inroKpirai he had in mind all of the 
performers concerned in representing the action which the poet brings before our eyes, 
the chorus as well as the actors. 94 The restriction as to the performers which the 

«(y. Note 17 above, and Triclinius's scholium to the Jahr.f. clou. Phil., Vol. VII (1875), p. 432: *nra«tfc«a «•**» 
Agamemnon, quoted by Wbcklkin," Studien cu Euripides," oi tow rp+yucov x«pov innmpirmL 
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tragic poet can introduce into a given plot is, however, only an incident of the limita- 
tion — imposed by the constant presence of the chorus — as to the place of action. 
To this consideration, therefore, Aristotle properly gives the precedence — Bei fUfietaOai 
rh brl rift fncrjvfp pdpos. Out of the many actions going on at the same time which 
the epic poet may draw into his narrative, the tragic poet must select that one which 
takes place at the scene of action determined upon at the outset. To make clearer the 
necessity of the poet's confining himself to this one scene, Aristotle adds the second 
item — xalrh r&v {nrotcpir&v p.4pos. We might properly render the sentence under 
consideration thus: "But he must confine himself to that portion of the story that is 
defined by the scene of action chosen and that falls to the performers appropriate to 
this scene." 'Eiri rip <ricr)vfp here again might have been replaced by the later phrase 
hri toS Oedrpov, and, far from referring to the place where the actors stood, manifestly 
embraces all who are concerned in the dramatic representation. 

4. XXIV, 8, p. 1460 a; Bei piv ovv iv rais rpaytpBCais iroielv rh OavpturnSv, 
paXXov S* ivBfyerai iv ry hrairoiiq rh aXoyov, oV b avpfiatvei pAXtara rh 0avpaar6v y Bui 
rh p,)f opav ek rhv irpdrrovra* hrel rh irepl rifv " E*Topo? Bia>£w irrl aicqvrfi Svra yeXola hv 
<f>av€(T]y oi phf iar&res koX ov Stcagoire?, 6 8' avavevwv, iv Bk rots hreatv \av$dv€i. 

The element of the wonderful is admitted in tragedy. The irrational, on which the wonder- 
ful depends for its chief effects, has wider scope in epic poetry, because there the person acting 
is not seen. Thus, the pursuit of Hector would be ludicrous if placed upon the stage — the 
Greeks standing still and not joining in the pursuit and Achilles waving them back. But in 
the epic poem the absurdity passes unnoticed. 

Aristotle is evidently thinking of Iliad, XXII, 205 f . : 

Xaoiaiv B 9 avdveve tcapijari Bio? 'AjfiXXcife, 
ovB y ia Upevcu br\ "Iberopi irucph fiiXepva, 

and is trying to show why a scene that was excellent in an epic could not be drama- 
tized. In Homer there are two groups of characters: (a) Achilles and Hector, and 
(6) the Greek army. They are all vrroKpiral (" performers") in the sense in which 
the author used that term in the preceding passage. In Aristotle's imaginary drama- 
tization of this incident these groups represent the actors (6 Be*) and the chorus (oi 
l*tv) respectively. In the epic account of the pursuit the episode seems natural, for 
the picture placed before our eyes is on an heroic scale, and we do not find ourselves 
offended by minor picturesque, if incongruous, details; but "on the stage," "auf der 
Bdhne," "but la scfcne," t. e., in dramatic representation, it appears ridiculous. The 
contrast is once more perfectly plain, and if we should try to restrict the meaning of 
aicr\vr\ to an elevated "stage," a place for actors alone, we should then have to explain how 
both actors and chorus are here included under that phrase. 

It is fortunate that so many fourth-century examples of the use of M rf}$ a/crfvij^ 
are preserved by so careful and accurate a writer as Aristotle, and in passages that 
yield satisfactory results upon analysis. The sole instance of its occurrence in 
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Demosthenes is so colorless that any attempt at deriving from such a passage a satis- 
factory conception of the phrase's meaning would have been vain ; yet, now that from 
other sources we have gained a suitable meaning, the usage there is found to accord 
with it. For the proper understanding of such passages, therefore, these Aristotelian 
examples are of inestimable worth. 

5. Demosthenes, Or., XIX, 337: tcairoi teal irepl rip ifwvrp laan elweiv avdytct). 
irdw yap p£ya teal hr\ ravrrji fypovelv axrrov cucoxxo, tfc fcadwrofcpivovficvov vpas. ipoi Si 
SotceiT 9 aroirdnarov airdvr<ov &v Troirjaai, el, ore piv ra Svdarov teal r&v M Tpota tcatca 
^ya>v{^ero f itceftaXXeT* axrrov teal igeovplTrei* he r&v Oedrpmv teal pj&vov oi teartkeueff 
otrrw, tixrr€ reXevT&vra rov rpiraytoviartlv airoorfjvai, brei&r) 8* ovtc iirl r§9 atcrjvry: aXX 9 
iv rov; teoivols teal peyurroi*; rip irdXew irpdypaci pvpi eipyaarai tcatcd, rrjvucavff &9 teaXov 
QOeyyopevtp irpoadxoire. 

And yet, perhaps, I must speak also about his voice, for I understand that he is very proud 
of that, too, presuming that he will overpower you by his acting. It appears to me, however, 
that it would be an act of extreme absurdity on your part, if, when he played the miseries of 
Thyestes and the heroes at Troy, you drove and hissed him from the theater and all but stoned 
him, so that he finally retired from playing his third-rate parts, yet now, when not merely in 
dramatic performances, but in public and most momentous affairs of the state, he has wrought 
endless miseries, you should pay attention to him as a fine speaker. 

Demosthenes is calling attention to the different scenes of JEschines's failures, 
which were not confined to his theatrical efforts but extended to his public career as 
well. 'Eirl rip; <TKi\vrfi has no more definite application to his standing-place as an 
actor in the theater than itc r&v Oedrpwv above, or than iv Aiovvaov in Or. y V, 6, 7: 
irdXiv to twVy & avSpe: 'Adrjvaloi, teanhtov NeoirrdXepAv rbv inroKpir^v .... teatea ipya- 

typevov ra pdyicra ttjv irdXiv .... irapeXOcbv elirov ek vpfis teal ovtcdri iv 

rovrois alndaopai rots \nrip NeoTrroXe'pov \4yovras aXX y avrovs v/xas. el yap iv Aiovvaov 
rpay<p8ois iOedvaaOe, aXXa pi) irepl aoyrqpias teal teoiv&v irpaypdreov fjp 6 X07O9, ovtc av 
ovras out 9 eteeivov 7r/oo<? \dpiv out' ipov 7r/oo<? aireydeiav rjtcoiMraTe; or than iv Oedrptp in 
Theophrastus, Charact., XI: 6 fiBeXvpos tolovtos 0I09 . . . . iv Oedrpo) teporeiv, Srav oi 
&XX01 iraxmvrai tcai avplrreiv ou? r)8&o<; Oecopovcriv oi XoittoC Though iv Aiovvaov and 
iv Oedrptp may include both performers and spectators, while hrl rff; atcrjvrjs is restricted 
to the former, none involves specific reference to any particular part of the theater. 

These are the only examples of the phrase in the extant literature of the fourth 
century. I add a few later instances which illustrate the same usage: schoL Thesm., 
101 : povepbel 6 'Ayddav w 717009 x°P 0V *> °^X *** ^ o-tcrjvfy;* &XX 9 69 iroiypara awriOefc. 
Bib teal %opuca Xeyet fieXrj avrbs irpb<; avrov, is yppuca oV. " Agathon sings a solo as 
though he were addressing a chorus, not as if he were in the theater, but as com- 
posing verses [at home]. Accordingly, he says also the choral parts all to himself, 
though still as choral parts." Lucian, Apol., 5: of [1. e., tragic actors] M piv rff; 
<Ttei\vff; ' Ayapipvwv itcaaros fj Kpicov tj avTo? 'H/oatfXr/? euriv, ?fa> hi IIa>\o9 1j 'A/uorrfSiy/AOV 
.... ylyvovrai. "At dramatic performances in the theater each of the tragic actors 

35 itwb <t*ijvtK, the manuscripts. 
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is Agamemnon or Creon or Heracles himself, but outside of the theater he is simply 
himself.' ' Arg. Eurip. Orestes: to Bpa/ia t&v hrl ctcrivfjs euSotccfiovvTcov, j^lpiarov Si 
T0Z9 rjOeai. The "staging" of a Greek play obviously included the place of the chorus 
as well as that of the actors. Plutarch, Moralia, p. 7856: Qikq/uova Bk top kco/ukov kcl\ 
"AXefjip errl rrj^ atcrjvfp aycow&fjL&ovs teal arecfyavovfievov; 6 6dvaro<; KardXafie. "Death 
seized Philemon and Alexis while they strove successfully in the theater." Of course, 
in this instance there is no mention of actors at all, but of poets who were contestants 
in the theater with their plays. Libanius, Praefat. ad Demosth., 2: Urripryrai yap 
nva BdraXov 'Jtyeaiov avXrjTrjv yevdaOai, 89 irp&ros v7roS^fjLaai yvvaucelots inl rip aKrfvrj^ 
ixpqwro. " Batalus [as his effeminacy caused him to be nicknamed, though his name 
was really Tigranes; cf. schol. jEschines, I, 126], the Ephesian flute player, was 
the first to wear women's sandals at a performance in the theater." In the Greek 
theater flute players performed in the orchestra. 28 Though Libanius may have had in 
mind the custom of the Roman theater, more probably he was simply quoting the 
words of a much earlier writer. Plutarch, Moralia, p. 337e: aytoviary yap fjyefiovuis 
wroKpiTfjv €7T€io"qyay€ y fi&XXop Bk is brl aKtfvrj^ to BidBtffia tcco<t>bv Biegr}X0€ T1J9 oltcov/idvT)$. 
" For he brought in against his opponent one to play the role of power, but as in a play 
a 'mute' took the part of ruler of the world." Ibid., p. 709d: aXXa Bel aKoirelv 
irp&rov T45 6 koX&v ianv. el fih yap ov a<f>6Bpa orvvrjd^^ o\V fj r&v irXovaicov ti9 1) 
aarpaTrttc&Vy is ivl a/crjvfp Bopv(f>opq/MaTO<; Xa/Mvpov oW/kpo? ^ irdvu xap(£e<r0ai ry /cXqcei 
irerreurpepos ko\ rifiav, iirdyerat^ TrapaiTi\Te<s ebOxs. " But it is necessary in the first 
place to see who gives the invitation. For if it is no one very intimate, but someone 
of either wealth or power — one who needs, as at a dramatic performance, a splendid 
suite, or is convinced that he is bestowing favor or honor by the invitation — one must 
ask at once to be excused.' v Ibid., p. 791e: 6 B' tixrrrep M aKrjvffi Bopv<f>6ptffia kghjmv fjv 
Svopa ftaaiXe'cis. "As in a play, Aridaeus was a ' mute' escort of power, a nominal king." 
Now air6 with the genitive is the counterpart of iirl with the genitive. There- 
fore, if bri means "on top of," cnr6 means "from on top of;" but if inri conveys no 
implication of elevation and means simply "at," then air6 denotes merely motion, or 
derivation, from. 27 Now in the phrase under discussion, eirl rr^ axtjinj^j we have found 
that tncqvrii which in its earlier usage meant a specific part of the theater structure, 
was used by metonomy for the whole performance-place. Meaning originally the 
booth used by the performers in dramatic exhibitions, then the structure that served 
not only as a dressing-room, but also as the scenic background (cf. the term aKrjvo- 
ypa<f>ta, which occurs first in Aristotle), the enlarged, tropical meaning was a perfectly 
natural development when the "performance-place" to be designated was the place for 
dramatic exhibition. For any other kind of exhibition in the theater, for example the 
dithyramb, in which the aKi\vr) structure had no part, eiii t^9 wqvrfi would scarcely 
have been an appropriate designation of the place of the performance, but rather 

» Cf. Phrynichus, Rutherford, New Phrynichxu, p. 250. <r*w, is found in Theocritus, XV, 16 : <J>u«o* avb emavas ayo- 
27 An illustration, which happens to inrolve the word pdvSutv. The <*>£«<* was to be had cvi rearac, »« at the shop," 
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brl nip OvfieXr)? (i. e., bpxn<rrpa<;). Consequently oi iirl rrp afctjvrp, or the later term, 
a/crfviraiy embraced all of the participants in a dramatic representation — imoicptraly 
X°P<ky TroiTiT'fcy X°PV r f < ^y an( l &8ao-*aXo9 — as did rpay<p8o( at an earlier period. Now 
if it were desired to distinguish between the two kinds of dramatic performers, since 
oi iirl (or, from a different point of view, airb) riys OvfUkrfi was already used of the 
dithyrambic chorus and could not possibly be applied to the actors, that term would 
naturally be used to designate the dramatic chorus as well, and oi iirl (a7ro) rip atcffpfp 
would be used in the restricted sense for the actors alone. It was thus, in my opinion, 
that the distinction arose between the two phrases, rather than because the a/crjv^ was 
the place par excellence for the actors, as is generally assumed on the basis of the 
dictum of Pollux. One would naturally expect that oi iirl rip a/crjvrp and oi airb rip 
ctcripry: would assume the meaning "actors" contemporaneously, though, as a matter 
of fact, Aristotle uses only the latter in the new sense and retains the old meaning of 
the former. It is fortunate that this so happened, otherwise it would be impossible to 
trace the phrase's history with any degree of certainty. Probably the fact that the 
aicrivri was thought of as the home of the actors, as Keisch has pointed out, accounts 
for the use of airb rffi aicqvrf; in the new meaning before 67ri rff; atcqvrp. In the 
development of their meanings, and the differences between them at any particular 
time, these phrases are precisely paralleled by oi aKtfviKoi and oi OvfieXucoi. In other 
words, atcT)vuc6<; was first used to distinguish dramatic from other performers in the 
theater, and later, following the course of development above indicated for oi hrl rtfi 
c/crivfp, came to be applied to actors alone. Of course, when a raised " stage " was 
introduced, such an application of these expressions was doubly appropriate," because 
the local distinction was emphasized — not, however, because iirl implies elevation. 

We are now in a position to estimate properly the phrase airb rfy: aicqvrf; in 
Aristotle. In two passages, which may be un- Aristotelian, airb {rrp) c/crjvrp is used 
of the lyrical utterances of actors. Poetics, XII, 1, 14526; tcotva fikv airdvrtop 
ravra, tBca 8k ra airb rffi aicqvrfi ical ko/jl/jloi. "These [t. e. prologue, episode, exodos, 
and choric song] are common to all plays, peculiar to some are the KOfifioi and the 
songs of the scenic performers." Ibid., XII, 2: tcSfifios 8k Opfjvo^ koipos x°P°v Ka ^ 
(t&v) airb cKrjvrp. "A kommos is a dirge by both the chorus and the scenic perform- 
ers." Cf. also Aristotle's Problem., XV, 9186: rb 8k avrb alnov ical 8i6ti ra fikv 
airb rrf; cKTjvrp ovtc avrlarpo^a^ ra 8k rov X°P°v avrurrpo<f>a; ibid., XXX, 920a: StA 
rt ou8k viro8(opiorr\ oi)8k viroifrpvyiaTl ovk iariv iv rpaytp8la x°P uc ^ v \ .... aW airb 
<TKr)vr)<>, fu/JLTjTiKT] yap; ibid., XL VIII, 9226; ravra 8k apxfw X°P<P f^ v avdpfioora, 
Tofe 8k airb cKT)vrfi oUecorepa' itcelvoi fikv yap r/poxov /jli/jltjtcli. The use of X°P°*i 
Xopucov, etc., in these passages gives to the phrase airb {rrf:) ctcr)vrfi the restricted 
meaning desired. As soon as the "choral" element is taken out, "scenic" must refer 
to the actors alone, although, strictly speaking, both chorus and actors were included in 

» Cf. the recent controrersy— arising from Frei'b disser- Bethe and Dorpfeld in Hermes, Vol. XXXVI (1901), pp. 597 ff., 
tation, De Ccrtaminibw Thymclicu, Basel, 1900— between and ibid., Vol. XXXVII (1902), pp. 249 ff. and 483 ff. 
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the term "scenic." Cf. Demosthenes, XVIII, 180: (fiovXei) <re Bi /ai/S' ffpoy top 
Tvyppra {0&) 9 bXXH rovrtop Tivk r&v airo Tt/9 a/crjprp) Kp€<r<f>6vTT)v fj Kpeovra fj hv iv 
KoXXtrrp 7TOT6 Olvdfiaov tcateSs vTroKpiPOftepos iirhpt^a^. "Do you want me to count 
you as no ordinary hero, but as one of these 'scenic' performers, Cresphontes or 
Creon or (Enomaus, whom once upon a time, at Colly tus, you 'murdered' with your 
bad acting ?" This fling was directed at JEschines, whose ill luck as an actor of tragic 
roles was notorious. 

Finally, both those who insist that itrl with the genitive invariably "implies 
elevation," and their opponents who claim that it means "before," are equally led 
astray by the exigencies of the argument. Reisch, in the statement quoted above: 
"Dass das Vorwort M (mit Grenetiv, Dativ und Accusativ) nicht nur zur Bezeich- 
nung von Hdhenunterschieden, sondern audi zur Bezeichnung der Nachbarschaft 
zweier auf gleichem Boden befindlicher Dinge verwendet wird, dtlrfte wohl bekannt 
genug sein," proposes to cut the Grordian knot of the most perplexing word in the 
language in a manner that will satisfy but few. Only a small proportion of the 
examples that he cites are of any value to the present discussion. Let us consider 
the following passages: In two instances 0*171/17 has its untechnical meaning of 
"tent": Plutarch, Brutus, 45: irXr/yaU Ko\aad4vra<; hrl aicqvrf; [before, or at, 
the commander's quarters] yvfipois cnroBoOrjpai rofc oTpaTqyois r&v iroXefifop; and 
Arg. Soph. Ajax: /caraXafifidvei 'AOtfpa 'OBvcraia iirl rrp ctctivrfi Bioirrevovra t( wore apa 
irpdrru. In three cases itrt is used in connection with the scenic background. Arg. 
Soph. Antigone: inrotceircu Bi rh irpdyfiara brl t&p Kp&vros ftaaiXeicov; schol. Soph. 
Track. 1275: eir' oXkodv\ and Arg. Aristoph. Equites: loiKe[sc. Arjfioo'0&n)<:] w eirl olicias 
Beairorucrjp iroitlaOcu top Xdyop. And in still two other instances it is used in connection 
with the spectators: schol. Eurip. Troad., 1: oXosiirl rov Oedrpov 6 EipnriBrfi, and schol. 
Eurip. HippoLj 524: ret Bk aXXa, a <f>pop&j aptcfoei rots SpBop BiriyqaaaOcu <f>iXoi<; 9 moid 
icTLy tcai fit) brl irdprmp tcai iirl rov Oedrpov ravra itcfe'peiv. " The nature of my other 
plans it will suffice to relate to my friends within, and not to disclose them before the 
whole audience." 

In dealing with this matter Professor Gildersleeve shrewdly observes: 

In the vast majority of instances lm with the genitive denotes characteristic superposition 
and it may still denote superposition in such standing expressions as lm rtyov?. In oitcjfmroq. 
.... Any form of superposition will answer the conditions — a rest in front, a step in the door- 
way Dr. Forman .... adduces an interesting example, Demosthenes, LVIIL, 40: M 

rwv Sucaarqpiwv teal rov firjuaros, in which lm retains enough literalness for the second member. 
But, whatever the local exigencies may be, the phraseological, the adjectival character of the com- 
bination is unmistakable, ot M cKrpnjs as a technical term is simply ol an/vlrai, the " hutmen." 
The rarity of lm with the genitive of mere proximity in the best period, the large possi- 
bilities of the "upon" element even then — all this is abundantly shown in Dr. Forman's disser- 
tation. That &ro T75 vKrjvrjs is more common than 04 lm <ncrjvrjs, a fact on which Reisch lays 
great stress, is a very simple matter. 'Airo o-Krpnj^ is liri (ncrjvr^ from a different point of view. 
Sporadic examples in which lm with the genitive seems to mean " before " do not strengthen the 
(TKrpnj argument, which may quietly repose on the phraseological use of lm. " On the playhouse 
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side " is all the theory demands, and the phrase was fixed long before the time of the earliest 
passage cited. 29 

• 'E7r£does not necessarily and always mean "upon." When cKrjvrj means "tent," 
eirl rry; a/crfi/ip means not "on the tent," but "near," "at," or "before" it In its 
original theatrical use the phrase meant, as Professor Gildersleeve so aptly expresses 
it, "on the playhouse side," and referred to the space before and in the vicinity of the 
scene building. In its fourth-century usage it always pointed a contrast; in some 
cases it indubitably included the chorus in its application, while it never expressly 
excluded it. In fact, it had no more definiteness of reference than iv rtp Oedrptp. 
Those who translate the phrase by "on the stage" use a perfectly legitimate English 
expression that reproduces fairly well the original, but they violate their scholarship 
and their native tongue when they try to force into the ancient phrase a meaning that 
is incidental in the history of the modern expression. 

ZHtildersleeve's notice of Forman's dissertation "On Used to Denote Superposition/' Am. Jour, P,til., Vol. 
the Difference between the Genitive and Dative with iri XVIII (1887), p. 120. 



26 



THE PROCONSULATE OF JULIUS AGRICOLA 



THE PROCONSULATE OF JULIUS AGRICOLA IN RELA- 
TION TO HISTORY AND TO ENCOMIUM 

George Lincoln Hendrickson 

It has been the defect of much which has been written in the effort to explain the 
literary form of the Agricola of Tacitus, that each student has seized upon some single 
aspect of the work and, discerning the analogy of this part to some phase of encomiastic, 
biographical, or historical literature, has sought in this direction to find the key to 
the composition of the work as a whole. So, for example (to take two or three illus- 
trations), Httbner 1 endeavored to identify the Agricola with the Roman laudatio 
funebriSj and found naturally not a little that supported his contention, in fact more 
than was conceded by most of his critics, who seemed unwilling to allow the qualifica- 
tions with which he guarded his contention. More recently, Professor Gudeman 9 has 
sought to demonstrate that the Agricola corresponds exactly to the rhetorical rules for 
formal encomium, especially as set forth in the type of imperial panegyric known as 
the {Jaaikitcbs X07O9. The effort at special identification was in both cases erroneous, 
and depends upon certain elements which the Agricola has in common with works of 
the two literary forms named. Again Andresen,* led by a certain formal resemblance 
between the manner of historiography and the form of the chapters extending from the 
description of Britain (10) to the end of Agricola's proconsulate (39), pronounced this 
section a preliminary fragment of the Histories, and denied to it any biographical 
character whatever. 

It has remained for Professor Leo, in his masterly sketch of ancient biographical 
literature, 4 to furnish the proper setting for the Agricola, and to trace the history of 
that encomiastic biography which in Greek and in Roman literature had its own devel- 
opment, related to and yet distinct from such types of formal encomium as the laudatio 
funebris or the fiaaiXucos XiPyo*. The long history of this literary form, with its multi- 
tude of tributary influences, cannot here be reviewed. In criticism of Leo's general 
conclusions, I should only wish to see emphasized somewhat more distinctly the influ- 
ence which the Roman national custom of the laudatio funebris must have had upon 
giving to the biographies of friends or relatives recently deceased a marked encomiastic 
character. The laudatio funebris was pure encomium, and differed in no essential 
respect from the Greek theory and practice of encomium ; for it is obvious that the 
funeral oration, not less than political and forensic eloquence, passed entirely into the 
sphere of theory prescribed by Greek rhetoric But in Greek literature encomium 

iHAmei, Vol. I (1866),p. 439. cola," Festschrift des Gymnasiums gum Orauen Hotter 

2 Edition of the Agricola, Boston, 1900. (Berlin, 1874), pp. 298 ff. 

* "Die Bntrtehnn* und Tendeni dee tacitefeohen Agri- * Die griechimih-romiacke Biographic, Leipzig, 1901. 
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was one of the progenitors of biography, and biography is frankly recognized by 
Polybius 5 as legitimately encomiastic, in contrast to the objective truth of history. 
Thus, whether from the Roman institution of the laudatio funebris,oT from the analogy 
of Greek prototypes (or from both sources), the Roman biographies of deceased 
contemporaries were professedly laudatory. 

It is not, however, to criticise the general results of Leo's investigations, but to 
express a partial dissent from his conclusions concerning the Agricola, that the follow- 
ing pages have been written — and written, it may be said frankly, with some inward 
reluctance against entering the field of so endless a discussion. 8 But no question is 
settled until it is settled right, and the very correctness of Leo's assignment of the 
Agricola to its general place in the history of biography is a legitimate incentive to 
expressing disagreement with a detail of his treatment — a detail, however, of no 
mean proportions, since it has to do with considerably more than half of the Ufa 
It concerns, as my title indicates, that part of the treatise which narrates the deeds of 
Agricola's proconsulate in Britain, together with the introductory survey of the geog- 
raphy and ethnology of the island and its conquest down to the time of Agricola's advent. 
These chapters, says Leo (p. 231), "are treated in a manner which removes them 
from the character of biography. This fact has of course often been observed, and 
attention has been called to it by many, especially by Andresen. To be sure, the 
narrative has reference to Agricola, and from chapter 18 on he is the leading figure, 
but not otherwise than a commander would be in any military history." 

Nevertheless, there remain certain very essential differences between the greater 
part of this narrative and the usual manner of historiography (as employed by Tacitus 
himself, by Livy or Sallust), which make it incorrect, I believe, to affirm that this 
portion of the work is, in its essence, historical, or analogous to any historical narrative 
in which a commander plays a similar leading role. 

Before turning to the analysis of the campaigns of Agricola, I shall consider 
briefly two introductory points which have a direct bearing on my main argument, 
although they lie outside of the portions of the text which I have here chosen for 
discussion. 

Non tamen pigebit vel incondita ac rudi voce memoriam prioris servitutis ac testi- 
monium praenentium honor urn composuisse. Hie interim liber honori Agricolae soceri 
mei destinatus, professione pietatis aut laudatus erit aut excusatus (chap. 3, extr.). 
It seems to be held very generally that this statement places the Agricola in relation- 
ship to the Histories as a preliminary work of a similar kind. 7 But if these words 

8 X, 21 (24), 8 (citod bolow, p. 25). g^ orstea Work< des8en ungebildete Spracho er bei den 

• Although Professor Leo's work is tho immediate kanftigon Lesern desselben entschaldigen sa mlkssen 

stimulus to tho prosout publication, yet tho essential out- glaubt ; der Agricola ist nur ein Vorlaufor, eine Vorstudie, 

lines of this study wore formulated sovoral years ago, and odor wonn man will, geradezn ein Theil der Historien." 

first prosented in acadomic lectures of tho autumn of 1899. The general tendency of interpretation may be seen from a 

7 Andreson's is the most eztromo form of this view (loc. fow typical utterances : " Hoc libro nt dignissimo exordio 

ct&, p. 301) : " Die Historien betrachtot or in der That als historica auspicatus est, etc." (Haas*, Tac. op. y I, six). 
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be bo interpreted, it surely most be for reasons other than the grammatical sense which 
they yield For without attaching any peculiar meaning to interim, does the passage, 
in fact, say anything more than that in the meantime, before the publication of a 
historical record of the period through which they have just passed, this work is put 
forth honori soceri mei destinatusf That the present work (hie liber) stands in any 
relation of kind to the promised one is in no way conveyed by the grammatical form 
of the sentence. Whatever relationship is suggested between the character of the two 
works lies implicit in the quasi-technical terminology, memoriam (history) and honori 
(encomium), and this relationship is rather one of difference than of similarity. In 
the lack of a sufficiently flexible theory of classification, history is, to be sure, some- 
times associated with epideictic oratory (Cic, Or., 37). But Aristotle, it would seem,* 
saw that history belonged in a separate category, and subsequent theorists draw with 
utmost sharpness the distinction between history and encomium. 9 The goal of enco- 
mium is the presentation of to tca\6p (honestum), of history to akrjOe;. The former 
may euphemize, suppress, amplify, in order to admit no impression but that of the 
meritorious or praiseworthy; the latter is bound to strict objectivity and impartiality. 
Accordingly we find in the preface to both of Tacitus's historical works the avowal 
of unpartisan devotion to truth, which befits the historian. 10 Here, however, he says 
with similar explicitness that the present work is devoted to the honor of his father- 
in-law, Agricola. Its subject-matter is, therefore, honesta, such things as shall 
redound to the praise of the person commemorated. 11 Thus the phrase honori desti- 

" Tacitus will also seiner Agricola .... als cine histo- MSS. read ***) rovro vp**r«#f , ovtt* Uourti fcA^c imcim* to 

riscbe Schrift betrachtet wissen" (Hoftmaxw, Z. f. osL cyw^itor. The further quotation from Amtnianns Marcel* 

Gym., Vol. XXI (1870), p. 251). Of a more general character linns with which he supports his statement is likewise 

and without specific reference to this passage, WOlffliu, evidence of the distinction between encomium and history. 

Archiv, Vol. XH, p. 116: " Dass der Agricola and die Ger- Ammianus, in the preface to his treatment of Julian, says: 

mania aber in das Gebiet der Geschiehtsschreibung fallen ** His deeds are so great that the unvarnished record of 

und ihren Plats neben den Historian und Annalen haben, them is in itself almost encomiastic— ad laudativam paene 

darf als sugestanden Torausgesetxt werden." Even Pro- materiam perUnebit" (XVI, 1, 3). Gudeman takes the 

feasor Gudeman speaks of chaps. 18-30 (the *?•£««« of Agri- passage out of its context and causes it to appear as if 

cola) as the ** strictly historical portion of his biography ," Ammianus had said that any historical record of events 

and on this theory justifies the presence of the speeches in is almost encomium, 
th. Agricola UnL. p. wi). ngM 1UKd inmrrMptam >w<m „,#„& .^ 

• NIOOL.SOFH. (Sp.HL, p. 483,18): itryy^iutm. . . . amorc quisquam et tine odio dicendus est. Ann,, 1,1: inde 

T+r m pT** wmpi, r« rpim. ri. vp*A«x#«rr« t» igropu c fcr cuAcrc. consilium mi hi pauca de Augusto et extrema trader** max 

There is apparently no suggestion of this in the RhcL or Tiberii prineipatum et cetera, sine ira et studio, quorum 

PocL, and from what work it is derived does not appear. causa* procul kabco. 

*Cf. Poltbius, X, 21 (SI), 6, cited below, p. 25, and " For honestum (to c«A4r) as the goal of the genus lau- 

Lcciajt, De hist, cons.* 7, who complains of historians as dativum, r. the rhetoricians passim. Quixtiliam (III, 4, 

*yro*rr*% mt «v ravy np t***? iuif+ari mm. Umrmix*^rmi 9 16) criticises those qui laudativam materiam honestorum 

is f s i m vpfe to ry«w#u«r t «AA« n miym. tcc*** cr #U*y wiif .... quacstionc contineri putant as restricting the field 



It has seemed worth while to emphasise a well- too narrowly. For the application to a subject-matter 

known distinction in view of Professor Gudeman's state- analogous to the Agricola cf. Plin., Ep., VIII, 12, 4 : solli- 

ment, p. x : "In fact the line of demarcation between a citarer vcl ingenio hominis . ... eel konestate materiae. 

historical narrative and an encomium was a very slight 8cribit cxitus inlustrium virorum, in his quorundam mihi 

one." In support of this he cites Doxopater (Walz, II, carissimorum. videor ergo fungi pio munere, quorumque 

p. 413) : mMi* Itoiwtt *»*▼* imsim* to fy«w#u«r. But a con- exsequias celebrarc non licuit, horum quasi funebribus 

elusion based upon the apodosis of a conditional sentence laudationibus, seris quidem sed tanto magis veris, interesse. 

is insecure. The writer is discussing the definition of The phrase supremus honor is used of the laudatiofunebris 

encomium as a kiyt cs#rru»c and demands that *«* ««£*"- in Qutmt., DecL, p. 296, 6 (Ritter). 
civ shall be added: «*« «& ri (Wals and presumably the 
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natus places the Agricola in a relationship of implied antithesis to the impartial truth 
of history, and this implicit contrast is, I suspect, expressed further in the mild adver- 
sative force which interim so frequently combines with its temporal significance. So 
far, then, from indicating a relationship of similarity to the promised Histories, the 
words imply rather a contrast, the fulfilment of a filial obligation before the author 
turns to a task absolved from any considerations except those of truth. 

The work is thus expressly dedicated to the honor of Agricola; its subject-matter 
is honestas as exemplified in him. That the praise of others, however great their 
merits, is a source of envy and rancor instead of generous recognition, is one of the 
tritest complaints of the panegyrist of all ages — urit enim fulgore suo qui praegravai 
artes infra se positas. The complaint begins with the earliest prose encomium," and 
its history can be traced through the whole ancient literature of panegyric. To this 
weakness of human character Tacitus alludes in the familiar words at the beginning of 
his preface: quotiens virtus .... sujiergressa est ignorantiam recti et invidiam. 1 * 
He would imply that in the purer days of Rome the appreciation of virtue was generous, 
as the opportunity to display it was easy. But since we must reckon with the jealousy of 
a baser time, one must ask indulgence for the bestowal of praise. The plea is justified 
by the filial relation of the biographer to his subject (professione pictatis). Tacitus 
gives, it will be seen, a certain specific motive to the famous petitio veniae in the 
degeneracy of the times. But this is no more than a touch of art to deprive the plea 
of a certain general and commonplace character by assigning to it the appearance of 
a reason peculiar to the author or the time. For as the complaint of the invidia 
(<f>06vo<;) which the praise of merit encounters is a commonplace in encomiastic litera- 
ture, so the petitio veniae was a recognized device of rhetoric to anticipate and con- 
ciliate the prejudice which envy would inspire. Examples are not, however, numerous 
or, at all events, have eluded observation. The theoretical formulation of the matter 
is given very briefly by the rhetorician Apsines in the chapter irepl Strrftjcew (Spen- 
gel, I 8 , p. 257, 20): al p&v ovv iy/cwfjLiaoTucal (& 177170-649) teal evepyeai&v Bic^oBov 
iypvaw avrai roivvv irofiirucwrepai tca\ irainjyvpiKwrepai' irpoaeari Be airraid to hr<rxj9& 
{invidia)* tovto roivvv bravopdeoreov fj Bih t&v irpoirapair^ae^v {deprecationes, peti- 
tiones veniae) fj t£ avayicalov Beucvvvai rbv \6yov t£ 7to\\A irpoo^iroiovpuevov Trapdketireiv 
fj if; avaipfoea*; tA iroWh elcdyovra tcr\. (/. also Aristides, Sp. II, 50G, 8 : rod Bk 
jjlt) <f>opTiK&<: hratvelv .... toottoi elalv oiBe. irp&rov . . . . w avvavayteaaOels eirl tovto 
Botey avv€V€X^) val ' • • • • t/oitos rpdiros Srav wplv eiirelv Tt avyyvwfxrfv i<f? oh &v p^Wy Xeyeiv 
alrrjTcu kt\. Another axample of such a irpoirapairqai*; we may learn of, or rather 
infer, from Pliny's account of an address which he had delivered on the dedication 
of a library at Comum, and was preparing to publish. The subject-matter was enco- 
miastic, and dealt with his own generosity and that of his parents: anceps hie et lubri- 
cus locus <\x/, etiam cum illi necessitas lenocinafttr. The necessitas (cf. the passage 

12 (y. ItJOC., Kutig.> fl: rovrwr 6' «ut«k 6 ^*o»*o« «rA. «*<y. Thmon (». «y«.K Sp. II. 110, 13: «aAai & et*t vp*£cic 

.... ror rwr roAAwr +#oror wrcp0«AAopcrai. 
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of Aristides above) lay in the filial duty to commemorate adequately the munificence 
of his parents, and this obligation of filial affection afforded a ground of indulgence 
(lenocinatur), without, however, wholly eliminating the difficulties which envy imposes 
upon all praise: etenim si alienae quoque laudes parum acquis auribus accipi solent, 
quam difficile est optinere ne molesta videatur oratio de se aut de suis disserentis t 
nam cum ipsi honestati turn aliquanto magis gloriae eius praedicationique invidemns 
(Ep., I, 7, 6). 

Tacitus thus conceived of it as a duty imposed by filial regard to write the life of 
his father-in-law, and it could not occur to him to do this otherwise than in the form 
of encomiastic biography, which tradition and personal feeling prescribed. But to 
the difficulties of praise which lie in the nature of human relations was added the 
special character of the times which ill brooked the prominence of the individual. It 
was, therefore, a matter of special art to find a form which should accomplish the 
desired end of laudatory biography without the offense which simply encomium was 
certain to convey. For the early life of Agricola there was no reason why the ordi- 
nary forms of biographical characterization should not suffice (4-9). In the praise 
of the youthful Agricola there could be no offense. But the events on which his real 
claims to a lasting place in memory should rest, and in which his greatness of char- 
acter was most fully revealed, his exploration and complete conquest of Britain, were 
of a different character. Their importance was such, and they touched so closely, by 
contrast or comparison, the interests of others still living, that a form of presenta- 
tion was requisite which should at once accomplish the end sought, and, by the 
appearance of historical objectivity, disarm criticism and envy. This part of the 
work, therefore, is cast in the conventional form of history, and even with a certain 
affectation of observance of the form where, in fact, it is deserted. It is at the same 
time to be remembered that the conditions of biographical treatment of eminent 
Komans under the empire were peculiar. The form of classical biography which 
Plutarch presents has to do, in nearly every case, with men whose careers were varied 
— political, military, literary, etc. But for an Agricola or a Corbulo the essential 
matter of biographical record was the proconsular career. In his province the efficient 
proconsul was a monarch about whose personality, for the time being, the history of a 
part of the empire revolved. It was inevitable, therefore, that for such portions of a 
life biographical treatment should pass over to some extent into the related territory 
of history. But in such cases, though the historical form might be employed, the 
record of events was likely to be, as in this part of the Agricola, essentially in the 
manner of encomium. 

What that manner was is well known to us from the extant specimens of such 
literature and from the theoretical precepts of the rhetoricians. In its most formal 
aspects it is a classification of the irpdjjw under certain apcrai as rubrics. It is thus 
that Cicero praises the scientia rei militaris, virtus, auctoritas, felicitas of Pompey by 
illustrations chosen from his career. The rhetorical formulation of this method may 
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be illustrated by a single citation from the theorists (Menander, Sp. Ill, p. 373, 5): 
Sea (pec aTravra'xpv tAs irpdgeis &v &v ficWy? iytcoyfud&LV cw ra^ aperds. More analogous 
to, and yet in details very different from, the Agricola is the narrative part of the 
Agesilaus, which is introduced with the words (I, 6): Sea ye firjv iv t$ fiaa-ikeia 
hiewpd^aro vvv ij&r) StTjyrja'OfJLai' airb yap r&v epytov teal rots rpdirovs avrov fcaXXiara 
vofiifr Karahrjkov*; ecrecrdai. A single further illustration of the method may be added 
from an encomium of Julian's, in Constant, p. 4 D: i<f> airaai hk tovtois (irpoo-qteei) 
&<T7T€p yvcophrfiara r&v rip ^vyr^ aper&v ra$ irpd^et^ BieXdelv. Brief recognition of 
this conception of biography is made by Tacitus himself in chap. 1: adeo virtutes 
isdem temporibus optime aestimantur quibus facillime gignuntur. That is, the 
literary record of a life is essentially a presentation of virtutes, or character, as illus- 
trated in a man's deeds (facta moresque poster is tradere). It is from this point of 
view that most of the chapters under consideration are written. How widely they 
differ from Tacitus's historical manner will be illustrated below. Concerning the first 
chapter of the geographical description of Britain (10), and the motives for the 
uprising in the administration of Suetonius Paulinus (15), a word later ; but now let 
us turn to the campaigns of Agricola in illustration of what has been said above. 

In the first summer, although it was already half gone, Agricola made two 
important expeditions, the one against the Ordovices, and the other against the island 
of Mona. Both are narrated rather as revealing the energy and discernment of 
Agricola than as historical events of significance in themselves. The army looked 
upon its campaigns for the season as over, and the enemy were on the watch to 
follow up an advantage recently gained. Meantime they awaited quietly an oppor- 
tunity to test the temper of the new legate. The troops were dispersed to their 
stations, the conditions were adverse to an expedition for that season {tarda et 
contraria bellum incohaturo), while the advisers of Agricola urged against offensive 
operations. The whole situation is studiously presented to show the allurements to 
inactivity which confronted Agricola. It affords thus a background against which to 
set in effective contrast the energy which he at once displayed. The expedition 
against the Ordovices was immediately followed up by the invasion of Mona, the 
motive assigned for which reveals the characterizing significance of the narrative (now 
ignarus instandum famae). The difference between this account of the invasion of 
Mona and the one described in Ann., XIV, 29 (under Suetonius Paulinus) is especi- 
ally significant of the distinction between the historical and the encomiastic method of 
treatment. In the Agricola practically the whole of the highly rhetorical narrative is 
directed to showing the ingenuity and perseverance of the leader in finding means of 
getting his troops across in the absence of ships, and to describing the effect of 
wonder and dismay which the display of such resourcefulness produced upon the 
islanders: ita repente inmisit, ut obstupefacti hostes, qui classem, qui navis, qui mare 
expectabant, nihil arduum aut invictum crediderint sic ad bellum venientibus. The 
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whole passage is a striking example of a highly elaborated aCfijcw (almost to the 
point of frigidity), directed to the praise of the ratio et constantia ducts (vs. 20). 
Contrast with this the simple statement of the same method of invasion in Ann., XIV, 
29: equites vada secuti aut altiores inter undas adnantes equis tramisere. There 
follows then, in the Annals, a vivid picture of the natives of the island gathered 
upon the shore, the fanatical behavior of the Druids, the alarm with which the scene 
inspired the Romans, the rout of the inhabitants, the- stationing of a garrison, the 
destruction of the sacred groves, and an allusion to the custom of human sacrifice. 
In the one case we have a narrative of facts and events of a universal, historical 
significance; in the other, the rhetorical amplification of a single point to illustrate a 
quality of an individual character. 14 The remainder of the chapter is expressly 
devoted to drawing inferences for the characterization of Agricola from the deeds of 
this first season: renown and recognition which followed (clarus ac magnus haberi), 
contrast of his vigor with the ostentation and inactivity of others in the beginning of 
their administration (quippe cui ingredientem provinciam, quod tempus alii per 
ostentationem, etc.), modesty of bearing in the face of success (dissimulatione famae 
famam auxit). 

Apart from the emphasis thus laid upon characterization as distinguished from 
narrative, the chapter reveals a conspicuous feature of encomiastic style in the con- 
stant employment of comparison (crvy/cpiaris), express or implied. 15 I have pointed out 
above how the whole situation on Agricola's arrival is presented with careful reference 
to affording a background of obstacles against which to display the efficiency of 
Agricola in overcoming them. Of a similar character are such explicit contrasts as 
(vs. 10) : et plerisque custodiri suspecta potius videbatur; or (vs. 27) : quod tempus 
alii .... transigunt. To this syncritical figure (o^M* cvytcpiTucdv) belongs also 
the rhetorical aCfiy<n5 cited above, expressing the surprise of the inhabitants of Mona, 
who had looked for an invasion by a fleet and, in dismay at the unwonted attack, 
thought nothing invincible sic ad helium venientibus. 

In the passage of the rhetorician Apsines quoted above (p. 6), one of the resources 
of encomiastic narrative is designated as avaipect,*, that is, so to speak, the paint- 
ing of a negative background against which to set in sharper outline a positive 
picture. It is obviously a form of the o r x^/ Aa ovyKpirucop. It was recognized as a 
means of lending dignity and impressiveness to style, 16 and in practice it is constantly 

i*Cy. Luciaw, Quomodo hist, con*., 7 (speaking of the other examples are for the most part implied comparisons 

faults of historians): a/i«A*rarT«s oi wtSAAo* m.vritv row itrroptly (introduced with such phrases as non alius, non ut pit- 

t« yrycmpilra rocc foatrocf rmr ipxtfrrwr *•* Tprorywr irfoarpt- rique, or with the figure of aratp«ai«) merely touched in 

ir. passing. The theory of them would seem to be alluded to 

,_ ~_ .. *-*«••« » • by NIC. SOPH., Sp. Ill, 481, 17: Ira iiJivarrji Ukvirrai. (o Aoyot) 

is On the encomiastic significance of «nry«pi<r« m gen- * * • - ,«*••« 

pom)? fi.tniii.iir woiovfi4rt*r w**>r .... wttpaaofiwa cc? opcrat 



eral, see the writers of *poyvpra*«t«r«, Theon, Sp. II, 112; 
Aphthonius, ibid., 42 ; HSRMOOKNE8, ibid., 14, and passim. 



i.ra$4p€ir ra$ rpa£f k cat ivaytir Kara pcpof rat <rvy«pt<rcif . 



Cf. HSRMOO., IS, 3: peyiffT* W ir rott fycwfuoic a^oppn if awb 16 HbrMOGENES, w. ititr (Sp.II, 307,3) : o^n/tara W kafivp* 

rir <TvyKfUa*»r. The <rvy«pt<rtf was sometimes formal and oow *ai cvct&f , olov oi arotpfocif «tA. Cf. also Sp. Ill, 125, 13, 

elaborate, sometimes merely incidental. The most formal and 130, 8. 
v*t*pun% in the Agricola is in chap. 41 (cited below, p. 31) ; the 
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found in professedly encomiastic passages. It is especially frequent in characterizing 
descriptions, as, for instance, in chap. 5: nee Agricola licenter, more iuvenum qui 

militiam in kisciviam vertunt, neque segniter, etc sed noscere provinciam, etc. ; 

or, again, chap. 8: nee Agricola umquam in suam famam gestis exsuliavit: ad 
auctorem ae ducem ut minister fortunam referebat. See also the whole of chap. 9. 
In all these cases it is constantly combined with (as in the first example from chap. 5, 
above), or is the expression of, a <rvy/cpi<r& t The form nee or non (frequently repeated 
in anaphora), followed by sed, is the most common. Or, as above, in the example from 
chap. 8, the positive antithesis may be introduced in adversative asyndeton. The 
phenomenon is one of considerable interest as an index of stylistic tone, and deserves 
more detailed investigation along with the whole question of rhetorical a-vy/cpicis. It 
is this figure of ava(p€<ris in which the concluding words of the chapter are cast: nee 
Agricola prosperitate rerum in vanitatem usus, expeditionem aut victoriam vocabat 
tnctos continuisse; ne laureatis quidem gesta prosecutus est, sed ipsa dissimulatione 
famae famam auxit, aestimantibus quanta futuri spe tarn magna tacuisset 

Chap. 19 contains a description of the civil administration of Agricola. It does 
not record particular measures which he introduced to perfect the internal organization 
of the province, but characterizes his discernment (animorum provincial prudens) in 
the recognition of the source of evil, and his wisdom and justice in a reform. The 
only matter of a general historical value which the chapter contains is the explanation 
of the abuses which had marked the exaction of tribute before Agricola, appended 
as a contrast to the characterization of his reform in this respect. 

As in the preceding chapter, so here, expressed and implied crty/cpicis plays a 
prominent r6le: domum suam coercuit, quod plerisque haud minus arduum est quam 
proviuciam regere (vs. 4) ; circumcisis quae in quaestum reperta ipso tributo gravius 
tolerabantur (vs. 14) — an implied crvytcpicris which is then elaborated in the description 
of former abuses. Note especially the end of this section, which the editors paragraph 
absurdly with chap. 20: haec primo statim anno comprimendo egregiam famam pad 
circumdedit, quae vol incuria vel intolwentia ^/•torwrn haud minus quam bellum 
timebatur. The words summarize in the form of a contrast the encomiastic sig- 
nificance of the preceding characterization. The figure of avatptcrn is a marked 
feature of the style of this section also. 

The narrative of the second summer id perhaps the best illustration to be found 
of the statement made above, that the conventional form of an annalistic record is 
preserved in those chapters, where on examination the matter is found to be purely 
characterizing and encomiastic. This brief section, set off in the historical manner 
between the word* sed ubi aestas advenit (20, 3) and sequens hiems (21, 1), contains 
neither topography nor names. It is a chapter of characterization pure and simple, 
and the effort of commentators to locate the geography is futile, if not absurd. 17 The 

l? <y. Vi V& <* *d f<*\ % ami Fvr- and forest* (<ir*t«<tWo or tifros) are again alluded to in 

NBAl'l, lm oto i »* The frith* AjrrtcolaV *poech, chap, 33, 19. The tilrae also mentioned in 
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words themselves show that there is no thought of describing historically recorded 
operations, but merely of displaying Agricola in the capacity of leader: sed ubi aestas 
advenit, contracto exercitu multtis in agmine, laudare modestiam, disiectos coercere; 
loca castris ipse capere, aestuaria ac silvas ipse praetemptare; et nihil interim apud 
hostis quietumpati, quo minus subitis excursibus popular etur; atque ubi satis terruerat, 
parcendo rursus invitamenta pacts ostentare. The form is the so-called historical 
infinitive which we have seen in the preceding chapter and which plays so large a r6le 
elsewhere in abstract characterization. 18 The conclusion of the chapter returns to the 
convention of an annalistic narrative and gives as the result of the campaign a con- 
crete statement: ut nulla ante Britanniae nova pars (pariter) illacessita transierit 
But, as we have seen, the part of Britain in question is assigned neither geographical 
location nor name. It is merely a stage on which to display Agricola in the rOle of 
an efficient leader. 

In similar alternation, as at the end of the first year's campaign, the next chapter 
is devoted to works of peace. The annalistic form is again preserved, and the chro- 
nology of this activity is placed in the second winter of Agricola's administration. 
But the briefest glance at the contents of the chapter will show how artificial the 
annalistic formula is. For here are stated results which the whole seven years of 
Agricola' 8 office would scarcely have sufficed to accomplish ; in short, nothing less than 
the transition of a people from relative barbarism to the refinements of civilization. 
There can be no doubt that Tacitus means, in fact, to indicate the results of Agricola's 
influence throughout his whole term of office. But the form chosen has the appear- 
ance of referring the efforts of Agricola to a single winter. The description is 
undoubtedly meant to furnish evidence of the wholesome plans (saluberrima consilia) 
of Agricola for his people, and the satirical remark at the end, idque apud imperitos 
humanitas vocabatur, cum pars servitutis esset, is in reality marginal, so to speak — 
a gloss of Tacitus the satirist upon the text of Tacitus the encomiast. 

The campaign of the third summer gives us, at length, the suggestion of a 
geographical location ; but it is worth while to note how little significance is attached 
to the historical narrative, and how it is wholly devoted to illustrating the efficiency 
of Agricola: tertius expeditionum annus novas gentis aperuit, vastatis usque ad 
Tanaum .... nationibus. The encomiastic element contained in the statement of 
new discoveries (sumendae res .... novitate primae, Cic, De Or., II, 347) consti- 
tutes the main sentence, to which is appended a statement of the operations and their 
location. The sentence following similarly looks to the praise of Agricola, in that 
even under adverse conditions his army was not attacked: quaformidine territi hostes 
quamquam conflictatum saevis tempestatibus exerdtum lacessere non ausi. The narra- 

both places appear to suit those parts, but are probably ,8 With the whole passage cf. Statius's characteriza- 

less distinctive." This reference to Agricola's speech tion of Bolanus (Silv., V, 2, 41) : Bolanus iter praenosse 

should have sufficed to show that the writer is deal- timendum, || Bolanus tutis iuga quaerere commoda castris, || 

ing with a most general description of the difficulties metari Bolanus agros, aperire maligna* II torrentum nemo- 

which confront the march of an army. (Cf. 33, 14; SI, 6; rumque moras (cf, acstuaria ac silvas praetemptare) , etc. 

26, 18.) Cf. also the Ps. Tibull. panegyric of Messalla, vss. 82-8. 
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tive continues: ponendisque insuper castellis spatiumfuit — a statement which is made 
the starting-point for a characterization of Agricola's strategic skill in selecting suit- 
able places for fortification (and, with discerning regard for the persuasiveness of his 
description, it is put in the mouth of military experts who accompanied Agricola) : 
adnotabant periti non alium ducem opportunities locorum sapientitis legisse. The 
encomiastic arvyicpiais contained in these words [non alium ducem) is continued in the 
following, where the despair of the enemy in the face of constant attacks is explained: 
quia soliti plerumque damna aestatis hibernis eventibu* pensare turn aestate atque 
hieme iaxta pcllebantur. The remainder of the chapter is wholly characterizing: nee 
Agricola umquam per alios gesta avidus intercepit, etc. At the end we have the 
only example which the work affords of allusion to a quality of Agricola's character 
which was open to criticism and had, apparently, in fact been criticised by his 
subordinates and soldiers: apud quosdam acerbior in conviciis narrabatur, etc. But 
it is a mistake to believe, as has often been said, that this passage furnishes evidence 
for the impartiality of Tacitus's characterization. On the contrary, it is evidence of 
the encomiastic tone of the whole. That is, a criticism which was made upon Agricola 
by others is accepted, but not allowed to stand without interpretation: he was, to 
be sure, harsh, but adversus malos; to the good he was ever kindly {comis bonis). 
The rhetorical theory of such avriOicreus (that is, things which stand in the way of 
praise) and of their appropriate Xuow is alluded to by the technicians, for example, 
Nicolaus Sophista, Sp. Ill, p. 481, 28: ^rjrrjrhv oV, el avrldeaiv hriSdxerai to iytewfuov. 
. ... el Sk e£ ihia^ovat)*; v\t)$ ifiirdcroiy 6 cnrofcpvyfrai ov Bvvdfieda Sia to top cucpoarifv 
avro ^rjrelvy rrj re pe068<p avrb KaOaipqao/iev xal Ta? Xuow hrd^op^v Urxyporipa^^ Xva 
Travra'xpOev to tt/9 apridecew fJXdfios Xvrjrai (cf. also Menander, (bid., p. 370, 30). 
The final words of the chapter afford an implied <rtiy/cpi<m, which, as editors have seen, 
probably contrasts Agricola with Domitian: Ceterum ex iracundia nihil supererat 
secret urn, ut silentium eius non timeres: honestius putabat offendere quam odisse. 

Chap. 23 tells briefly of the regular occupation (obtinendis) of the territory 
which had been explored in the preceding summer and winter, by which the conquest 
of Britain proper was rendered complete (summotis velut in aliam insulam hostibus). 
The narrative takes much for granted, since we have learned of no specific expeditions 
which would adequately explain the subjugation of all parts of Britain. But results, 
with their significance for the praise of Agricola, rather than the historical develop- 
ment of events, are the goal of Tacitus's writing, and this brief section emphasizes the 
complete conquest of Britain proper in phraseology which shows that this success was 
but a manifestation of that valor which would not stop until the extreme bounds of 
the island had been explored. To be sure, Agricola is not named, but it is obvious 
that whatever is here attributed to the virtus exercituum is meant to stand for the 
virtus Agricolae. 

It is interesting to observe the art with which, by a series of cumulative expres- 
sions, the encomiastic significance of the final penetration of Caledonia is enforced, 
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Here it is merely suggested negatively as something without which a substantial 
success would have been achieved (ac si virtus exercituum et Romani nominis gloria 
pateretur inventus in ij)sa Britannia terminus). In chap. 27 it is the ambition which 
fires the army with enthusiasm for further advance (penetrandam Caledonian* inveni- 
endumque tandem Britanniaeterminum). In chap. 33 pride in the accomplished fact 
is the basis of Agricola's appeal to the valor of his soldiers before the great battle 
(finem Britanniae non fama nee rumor e sed castris et armis tenemus). 

Chap. 24 is extremely vague in respect to geographical detail (nave prima trans- 
gressus), and here again, as elsewhere, the emphasis rests upon the encomiastic 
implications contained in the main sentence: ignotas ad id tempus gentis crebris 
simul ac prosperis proeliis domuit The remainder of the chapter, devoted to the 
description of Ireland and plans for its invasion, serves to illustrate the discerning 
statesmanship of Agricola in recognizing the strategic position of Ireland with refer- 
ence to Spain as well as to Britain. In the artistic arrangement of the work it affords 
a digression from the monotony of successful campaigns, and in this respect is com- 
parable to chaps. 19 and 21, devoted respectively to the civil administration of Britain 
and to Agricola's influence upon the private life and civilization of his province. 

The account of the sixth campaign (25) opens with a brief statement of the 
scene of operations and of the reasons which led to the employment of a fleet (portus 
classe exploravit). These words are then made the starting-point for an elaborate 
and highly rhetorical auf 17W, of which the encomiastic locus ex novitate (ab Agricola 
primum adsumpta) affords the starting-point. It continues with a vivid and pictu- 
resque description of the effect which the combination of a land and sea force pro- 
duced, of the rivalry and enthusiasm of soldiers and sailors, of the despair and dismay 
of the enemy. The whole treatment is declamatory and epideictic. Take, for 
example, the phrase hinc terra et hostis, hinc victus Oceanus militari iactantia 
compararentur. The high rhetorical color is obvious in itself, but a comparison with 
the declamatory epigrams in praise of Claudius and his expedition to Britain (P. L. 
M.j IV, 29-36) will reveal more clearly the essential affinities of such language. A 
single illustration may suffice (ibid., 35): oceanus iam terga dedit, nee pervius ulli\\ 
Caesareos fasces imperiumque tulit : \\ ilia procul nostro semota exclusaque caelo, \\ 
alluitur nostra victa Britannis aqua. The section is characteristic. Of the move- 
ments of army or fleet we learn nothing, nor is any hint given of the geography of 
the operations beyond the Bodotria. But, as we have seen, such information lay out- 
side of the author's plan and belonged in the realm of history. He is here only 
concerned to emphasize the fact that Agricola was the first to employ a fleet and to 
indicate the effect of dismay which it produced upon the inhabitants. In the descrip- 
tion which follows of the gathering of the Caledonians and their initiative in attacking 
Roman strongholds, especially noteworthy for our purpose is the statement: regredi- 
endum citra Bodotriam et excedendum potius quam pellerentur ignavi specie 
prudentium admonebant That members of Agricola's staff may have given such 
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advice, there is no reason to question. But their presence here is probably only a 
foil against which to set the bravery and generalship of Agricola in clearer light It 
is another manifestation of the o-j^Ma <rvytcpiTitcov which has confronted us so often. 

In the following it is to be noted that Agricola knows how to keep in touch with 
the enemy's plans (cum interim cognoscit host i 8 pluribus agminibus irrupturos) and 
to foil the snare that they set for him (cum Agricola iter hostium ab exploratoribus 
edoctus .... adsultare tergis pugnantium iubet, 26, 4). Such skill and knowledge 
was a constant source of military encomium, so that it has even found formulation 
in the precepts of the rhetoricians for encomium. 19 At the same time it is not to be 
denied that the historical tone is preserved in this chapter almost perfectly, and the 
personality of Agricola here, at all events, is no more obtrusive than would be that of 
a commander in almost any historical narrative. 

This statement applies also to the opening of the following chapter, where, as in 
23, by assigning a thought to the army, Tacitus makes it possible to utter with 
rhetorical exaggeration what is one of his chief claims for the merit of Agricola: 
exercitus nihil virtuti sui invium et penetrandam Caledoniam inveniendumque 
tandem Britanniae terminum continuo proeliorum cursu fremebant The encomiastic 
significance of these words appears most clearly when they are put in comparison with 
the impatient statement of Pliny in N. H., IV, 10 (102): XXX prope iam annis 
notitiam eius Romanis armis non ultra vicinitatem silvae Caledoniae propagantibus. 
Inveniendum tandem Britanniae terminum is the answer to this complaint. (Cf. 
also the discussion of this passage above in connection with 23, 1, and 33, 12.) The 
words which follow are the obverse of the syncrisis made above between the determi- 
nation and skill of Agricola and the cowardice of his advisers: atque Mi modo cauti 
ac sapientes prompti post eventum ac magniloqui erant. They are followed by a 
significant comment which reveals that Tacitus would claim for the merit of Agricola 
the successes which a victorious army was prone to attribute to its own prowess: 
iniquissima haec bellorum condicio est: prospera omnes sibi vindicant, adversa uni 
imputantur, 

Concerning chap. 28 (the revolt of the Usipian cohort) every defender of the. 
biographical unity of the Agricola has felt it necessary to discover an explanation 
which shall bring it into relation either to the character of Agricola or to the artistic 
structure of the work as a whole. But obviously it is futile to seek in it for any 
element of characterization, and it is equally absurd to find in an annalistic narrative 
of this sort the high emotional tension which calls for a moment of suspense before 
the final denouement. But, though it cannot be said in any way to contribute to our 

'•r/. Menander, 8p. Ill, 873, 20: iK+pi**i% W «at K6xovt I, 51, 8: saltusquc, per quo* exercitui regreuui, insedere, 

*ai lv46f>av gal tow fiaviXimt «ara ritv roAffuW «ai rwv ivarriwv quod gnarum duct, etc. ; ibid., II, 20 (after describing the 

««ra tow" fi*<ri\4*>f ( !ra ip*i% fin aw iiiv tow« imitw Aoxovc «ai Germans' plan of ambush) : nihil ex hi* Caetari incog- 

tA« frff'o>«f Aca 4>f>6vri<riy iyiy*<TK<s, i K uvoi M tv* w»b aow »p«t- nitum, etc.; ibid., XIII, 40, 8: repente agmen Romanum 

rofWrwr owttr awitaav. The ualve injunction of the rhe- circumfundit (Tiridate*), non ignaro duce nottro, etc. 

torician in nlmo»t oquulori by the buld Himplicity of the Statiub, Silv., V, 2 (laudes Bolani), 40. 
practice of writers of tho hitfheHt rauk. Cf. Tacitus, Ann., 
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knowledge of Agricola, yet for his contemporaries the connection of this famous 
adventure with his administration must have possessed no little biographical interest. 
The affair had made a sensation in its day, and the survivors who had reached Roman 
territory through the devious paths of servitude and sale, reporting their adventure, 
had attained a notoriety which we can only understand when we realize how vague 
and remote the unexplored Northern Ocean was felt to be (acfuere quos .... indi- 
cium ianii casus inlustravit) . These deserters had accomplished what neither Roman 
military expeditions nor geographical explorers had as yet succeeded in, the circum- 
navigation of Britain, and, according to Dio Cassius, it was only in consequence of 
this that Agricola sent out his own expedition of exploration (66, 20) : kclk tovtov koX 
a\Xov$ 6 'AypucJXa? irupcujovras rbv ir€phr\ovv irefiyfra^ IfiaOe ical Trap 9 ticelvwv Sri vfjatk 
iarip. Of this there is no suggestion in Tacitus, but a reason for suppressing the fact 
might lie in the desire to ascribe the idea of circumnavigation to Agricola's own 
initiative. Still, the account of Dio Cassius differs in some essential points from 
Tacitus, so that it must have been derived from a different source. The fact of the 
existence of a different account of the matter is in itself significant of the celebrity of 
the episode, and still more the circumstance that it is essentially the only event of 
Agricola's proconsulship which Dio records. It may be observed in conclusion that 
Calgacus in his speech before the battle (32, 19) instances this desertion as evidence 
of the unstable organization of the Roman army. The episode is thus made by 
Tacitus himself to contribute to the series of obstacles which the generalship of 
Agricola has to overcome. 

The following chapter begins with the record of a domestic blow, the loss of a 
son — obviously an item of biographical rather than historical significance, and it 
affords occasion for laudatory characterization of Agricola's conduct under this grief. 
It assumes again the form of a crvytcpuri? (neque ut pleriquc fortium virorum, etc.). 
This brings us, then, to the confronting of the two forces at Mons Graupius, and the 
speeches of the opposing leaders, Calgacus and Agricola. 

The introduction of these harangues by the opposing leaders on the eve of conflict- 
is purely in the manner of historiography, for such speeches as are found elsewhere 
in ancient biography are of a more personal and characterizing kind. They continue 
thus the historical form which has been observed in the annalistic record of Agricola' s 
deeds. The general's speech in ancient historiography has a manifold significance. 
In part it is employed to lend color to the dramatic picture of the whole scene and 
circumstances of the battle ; in part to summarize the historical situation and thus 
afford a setting for the event of victory or defeat ; again it is a means of characterizing 
the speaker, and of enabling the historian to interpret by the general's own words 
the character which preceding or following events reveal Of these considerations 
the last may here be dismissed, since there could be little point in the indirect charac- 
terization of Agricola which the speech would afford, when he has already been char- 
acterized directly in much detail. As for Calgacus, there is no reason why he should 
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be characterized at all. He has not been named in the narrative before, and here he 
simply steps forth from the throng for the sake of affording a personality to whom 
words may be assigned, representing the situation from the side of the Britons. But 
apart from the rhetorical opportunity which is afforded, it is obvious that the speeches 
summarize the whole course of Agricola's conquests, and prepare the reader for the 
successful outcome of the battle which was the crowning achievement of Agricola's 
administration. 

The burden of the first part of Calgacus's speech (30) is, that on the Britons there 
gathered rests the last hope of freedom from the Roman yoke (hodiernum diem .... 
initium libertatis toti Britanniae fore). They are still free, but beyond them there is 
no resource — nullae ultra terrae ac ne mare quidem securum imminente nobis classe 
Romana. In earlier contests against the Romans hope of succor had been derived 
from the fact that they remained still uncorrupted by the touch or sight of servitude 
(priores pugnae, etc. — a form of avytcpiais with encomiastic suggestion, contrasting the 
conditions of this struggle with all others which Roman commanders had engaged in 
against the Britons) ; they were the last of lands and of liberty (nos terrarum ac 
libertatis extremos) f and their remoteness had defended them to that day: sed nunc ter- 
minus Britanniae patet, nulla iam ultra gens. Not satisfied with the conquest of all 
lands, the Romans now penetrate the mystery of the sea {iam et mare scrutantur — 
rhetorical auf 170^19, from the side of the Britons, of Agricola's employment of a fleet). 
The Romans (32) had been strong only by the dissensions of the enemy who were now 
united. The Roman army is made up of diverse elements which adversity will scatter. 
All inducements to victory are on the side of the Britons. The Romans are not 
fighting for homes nor for native land. They are few in number, unacquainted with 
their surroundings, and terrified by them. The Britons, Gauls, and Germans, who 
make up the Roman army, will recognize the identity of their interests with ours, and 
desert them as did recently the Usipian cohort. 

In this speech, apart from the reproaches which are directed against the nature of 
Roman domination (especially chap. 31), there are two main thoughts developed with 
all the resources of rhetorical art: (1) that Agricola had pursued resistance to Roman 
rule to its last stronghold, and (2) that in this conquest the Romans were at a great 
disadvantage to their adversaries from almost every point of view. Both are, from a 
negative point of view, sources of encomium to Agricola in the successful outcome of 
battle. 

The speech of Agricola (33) begins with a rhetorical recapitulation of the seven 
years of campaigns, and it reveals at once in this the main object of these speeches, 
namely, to present, in the strong rhetorical light which usage rendered appropriate 
for such military harangues, the claims which the author advances for the praise of 
Agricola: For seven years he had campaigned successfully with the cordial support 
of his army (iwque me militum iwque vos ducis paenituit) against almost insurmount- 
able difficulties (paene adversus ipsam rerum naturam). As a result they had 
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advanced beyond the limits set by their predecessors (egressi ego veterum legatorum, 
vos priorum ejcercituum terminos), and now actually occupied the very limits of Britain, 
which before were only known by vague rumor or report (finem Britanniae nonfarna 
nee rumore zed castris et armis tenemus). The passage concludes with the exultant 
brHfxmnjfjLa — invenia Britannia et subaeta.™ With these words the speech opens, and 
here for the first and only time is it possible for Tacitus to state directly in strong 
encomiastic au£r)<ri<; the two claims for distinction derived from the deeds of Agricola, 
his explorations (inventa) and his conquests (subacta). His speech continues with 
conventional exhortation and praise to his soldiers, and allusion is made to the difficul- 
ties of their situation (neque enim nobis aut locorum eadem notitia aut commeatuum 
eadem abundantia). At the end of the chapter he alludes in romantic phraseology to 
the glory of adventure and, if need be, of death at the very boundaries of the world 
(nee tnglorium fuerit in ipso terrarum ac naturae fine cecidisse).** The succeeding 
section is taken up with conventional depreciation of the enemy, but the brief horta- 
tory peroration returns to the encomiastic rmrvi with which the speech opened — tran- 
sigite cum expeditionibus, imponite quinquaginta annis magnum diem, etc. These 
final words contain the gist of the whole situation. They enable Tacitus to say what 
in his own person he could not claim without invidious comparison — that Agricola 
had set the crown on the work begun by Claudius ; he had completed the exploration 
and conquest of the island. By putting the words in the mouth of Agricola, in the 
form of an exhortation to his army on the eve of battle, they are deprived of all arro- 
gance or invidious suggestion of comparison with the merits of others. The device is 
analogous to a well-recognized rule of ancient rhetoric which Aristotle formulates thus 
(Rhet. y III, 17, p. 14186, 24): e& Sc to fflwt, brei&rj etna wept avrov \4yeiv 4j hrtyOovov 4) 
fiaxpoXoyiav rj am\oy(av ega, .... erepov XPV Xeyoira iroulv. We see here again 
a conspicuous illustration of what we have noted above in the annalistic record of 
Agricola' s campaign, namely, the skilful use of a form peculiar to historiography for 
the ends of encomium. Encomium, dealing with deeds of acknowledged greatness, 
does not hesitate to dwell with epideictic amplification of language upon the merits 
which are claimed for the subject of praise. But neither were the deeds of Agricola 
so well known, nor was his place in the history of Roman conquest so generally 
acknowledged, as to render such treatment possible ; n nor, again, had his position been 
one of such eminence that his merits could be exalted above those of other governors 
of Britain without alienating the sympathy of men still living. Tacitus, therefore, 
by choosing the form of a historical narrative, and by placing in the mouths of the 
opposing generals the titles to praise which he would claim for Agricola, attained the 

BQunrr., VIII, 5,11 : est enim epiphonema rei narrcUae not expressly confirmed it : ov y«p i&or rovro 116*0* rov fimn- 

vel probatae gumma acclamatio. A&rc to eyewptor, «AA* kowow wpoc warrac rov* oucovrrar tV 

« Cf. P. L. if., IV, 29 (referring to the expedition of rtfer" (Gudeman, /nt, p. 1, n. 1). The citation apart 

Claudius). from the context would seem convincing if we chose to 

& "That the essential features [of the fUaiXutin Aoyoc ] ignore rovro. But reference to the text shows that rovro to 

are common to biographical writing in general might have ryn^uov refers to the topic »*rpt« as a source of praise. It 

been taken for granted, eren if Menander (III, W9, 25) had is this which is " common to all the residents of the city." 
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end at which he aimed, and avoided at the same time the odium which attaches to 
direct praise. 

That this portion of the Agricola which is presented in the form of historiography 
looks consistently to the praise of Agricola will probably be conceded. It remains to 
consider Leo's utterance (cited above, p. 4) that "from chap. 18 on Agricola is the 
leading personality, but not otherwise than the commander would be in any history of 
military campaigns." If this is true, then, of course, it must be conceded that a large 
part of the Agricola is historical rather than biographical or encomiastic in treatment 
I feel convinced, however, that the foregoing analysis has supplied sufficient evidence 
to refute such a statement. But it will perhaps not be carrying our investigation too 
far afield, if we undertake to test the truth of this statement by comparison with the 
history of another military campaign under the leadership of a general for whom the 
historian entertains a similar warmth of personal feeling. The justice of comparing 
Tacitus with himself in this respect will not be questioned; for if the comparison 
reveals identity or similarity of treatment, or if, on the other hand, it reveals funda- 
mental difference, we shall possess, so to speak, the author's own judgment as to the 
literary character of this portion of the Agricola. 

That there is a certain similarity in Tacitus's portraiture of Agricola and Ger- 
manicus, each the successful leader of Roman arms in the establishment of the impe- 
rial frontier and each the victim of an emperor's jealous hate, has been observed more 
than once, and in general the two descriptions lend themselves very naturally to 
comparison. But in the technique of characterization of the two men there is a 
difference so marked and striking that it can only be attributed to fundamentally 
different conceptions of the nature and purpose of the two works. In the Agricola, as 
we have seen (and I confine myself here exclusively to the record of campaigns, 
chaps. 18-29), events are recorded and their significance for the personality of the 
hero is pointed out in such a way as to reveal that the emphasis of the narrative lies 
upon the characterization. It is, furthermore, noteworthy that not a single officer 
other than Agricola is allowed to appear upon the scene by name, although it would 
have seemed natural in a historical narrative to designate at least the commander 
of the fleet which played so important a r6le in the conquest of Caledonia, and which 
accomplished the circumnavigation of Britain and the exploration of the Northern 
Sea. In the reform of the civil administration of the island the Roman procurator 
must also have played a prominent part, for without his co-operation such changes in 
the levying of tribute as are recorded must have been quite impossible. It is not 
too much to affirm that the encomiastic nature of the Agricola is responsible for such 
suppression. 

The campaigns of Germanicus on the German frontier are described in the Annals 
beginning at I, 33, and continuing, with the interposition of some other material, as 
far as II, 26. The account covers the expeditions of the years 14, 15, and 16 A. D. 
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It is, of course, a much more detailed narrative than the record of expeditions in 
Britain, and this in itself would be an adequate explanation for the fact that the deeds 
of the lieutenants of Germanicus come in for a conspicuous share of attention. The 
three officers who had charge of fitting out the fleet in the third campaign are men- 
tioned by name (II, 6), and even the name of an eagle-bearer who protected a Roman 
envoy against the mutinous violence of the legionaries is recorded (I, 39). But the 
difference in fulness of narrative and historical importance of events, which might 
account for such differences of treatment as these, will not explain the fact that 
throughout this whole campaign, exceeding by many pages the length of the corre- 
sponding part of the Agricola, the events recorded are very rarely used for the purpose 
of direct characterization of the leading figure. Germanicus is almost constantly 
before us, in speech or plans or action, but the reader is left to draw his own infer- 
ences and to interpret the character dramatically from the course of the narrative. 
There is not a single characterization of Germanicus in the field comparable to Agr. f 
20; nor, again, of his strategic skill in the selection and defense of camps as in 22. 
There is no characterization whatever of the civil administration of his province (Agr., 
19 and 21). In general, the narrative is dramatic in the highest sense, and scarcely 
once does the writer lay down the r6le of narrator to point out the bearing of events 
upon the character of his hero. Such characterization as is found is for the most part 
implicit in the narrative. Exceptions are few and of slight extent, as, for instance, in 
chap. 33, where upon the first introduction of Germanicus it was necessary for the 
writer to place the reader in possession of his attitude toward him. It is given first 
as an expression of the general feeling of the Roman people: unde in Germanicum 
favor et spes eadem, a statement which elicits from Tacitus a personal indorsement: 
nam iuveni civile ingenium, mira comitas et diversa ab Tiberii sermone vultu, adro- 
gantibus et obscuris. But even this case differs from the examples of the Agricola 
under discussion, in which the characterizing significance of events is pointed out. 

Apart from this passage, throughout the remainder of Annah y I, the character of 
Germanicus is unfolded only in action or in his own words. This will appear from a 
survey of the passages of this book which convey a suggestion of personality. They 
are so few that they may be adduced here. His unselfish support of Tiberius: sed 
Germanicus quanto summae spei propior, tanto impensius pro Tiberio niti (I, 34) ; 
he replies to Sergestes clemente responso (I, 58), though the epithet is rather stra- 
tegic than personal; his pietas toward the memory of Yarns and his army (I, 61) ; in 
the performance of the last rites on the scene of their defeat he placed the first sod 
upon the tumulus — gratissimo munere in dcfunctos et praesentibus doloris socius 
(I, 62) ; Germanicus relieves the soldiery out of his own purse and assuages the 
memory of disaster by his personal kindness (I, 71). 

But the principal characterization of Germanicus is reserved for the eve of the 
decisive battle (II, 12). The extraordinary reserve of Tacitus in his historical works 
in the matter of direct personal analysis is nowhere better illustrated. The charac- 
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terization takes a dramatic form, not that of the course of events, but the singular and 
almost bizarre device of representing Germanicus as stealing forth in disguise into 
the streets of the camp in order to test the temper of the soldiers by their own utter- 
ances in their own haunts (II, 13) : adsistit tabernaculis fruiturque fama sui, cum 
hie nobilitatem ducis, decorem alius, plurimi patientiam, comitatem, etc. 2 * 

Of more directly encomiastic character is a brief statement of Germanicus's 
strategic skill in II, 20, where, after describing the plans of the enemy, Tacitus con- 
tinues: nihil ex his Caesari incognitum: consilia locos, prompta occulta noverai 
astusque hostium in perniciem ipsis vertebat; and just beyond: quod arduum sibi 
cetera legatis permisit. The passage is comparable to Agr., 25 extr. and 26 init, and 
is almost the only considerable passage of direct praise which the whole episode 
contains. In II, 22, after giving the inscription placed upon the trophy raised by 
Germanicus, Tacitus adds: de se nihil addidit, metu invidiae an ratus conscientiam 
facti satis esse. The words furnish another illustration of the difference between 
encomium and history. As a historian Tacitus designates two possible motives. 
The encomiast would not hesitate to select the one which should yield the greater 
praise to his hero. The contrast is well shown by Agricola, 18 extr. (after the suc- 
cesses of the first campaign): ne laureatis quidem gesta prosecutus est, sed ipsa 
dissimulatione famae famam auxit. To complete the list of passages which have 
more or less direct characterizing significance for Germanicus, we may add the 
description of the energy with which the war was continued after the naval disaster 
to the Romans (II, 25): eo promptior Caesar per git, etc., and the brief mention of 
the generosity which was shown to the soldiers in making good individual losses (II, 
26) . But in all this there is but slight trace of that type of characterization (through 
the implications of acts) which confronts us constantly in the Agricola. It is possible 
that some passages have been omitted ; yet I have gone over the text repeatedly, and 
I suspect rather that I have included more than really belongs here. The difference 
between the portion of the Agricola under consideration and the treatment of Germa- 
nicus in the Annals is clear and marked. In the Agricola, although tl*e external form 
of historiography is preserved, yet in its essence the account is in the manner of enco- 
mium, in which, as was pointed out above, the irpd^ei^ are adduced, not as historical 
events per se, but as indications of traits of character (&<nrep yvcopfofiara t&v rfjs 
>frv)(fis ap€rS)v). 

The truth of this statement will appear from a brief review of the principal 
characterizing incidents and the encomiastic comment elicited by them which these 
chapters of the Agricola contain: The unexpected attack upon the Ordovices immedi- 
ately upon his arrival, as an index of the energy of Agricola in contrast to the delay 
advised by his officers and expected by the army ; recognition of the importance of 

23 The significance of this episode for Tacitus's tech- 1899. Cf. also Nordkn, ArUike Kunstprosa, Vol. I, p. 87: 
nique of characterization is pointed out by Bruns, Die *• Tacitus, der grOsste Psychologe unter den Historikern, 1st 
PenOnlichkeit in der aniiken Geachichtsachreibung, Berlin, doch sehr Eurflckhaltend." 
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following up a first success (non ignarus instandum famae) by the attack on Mona ; 
ingenuity and perseverance (ratio et constantia ducts) in finding a means of crossing 
in the absence of ships; contrast of the effect produced by his activity with the vanity 
and ostentation of most proconsuls on entering their province ; modesty in success 
(18). Recognition of the wrongs of the province (animorum provincial prudens) 
and determination to make his reforms strike at the root of evils; discipline of his 
own servants; justice in the administration of civil affairs; <rvyKpicri<; with the care- 
lessness and harshness of his predecessors (19 and 20, 1-3). Efficiency as a com- 
mander and characterization of him in the field (20). Encouragement of the arts of 
peace (21). Conquest of new territory ; strategic skill as shown in choice of sites for 
fortification; persistence, in contrast to the relaxing of effort of predecessors; gener- 
ous recognition of deeds of others ; interpretation by Tacitus of his reputed acerbitas, 
with implied cvyKptais (22). Completion of the conquest of Britain proper and 
determination not to stop at that point, ascribed to the virtus exercituum et Romani 
nominis gloria (23). Statesmanship shown in plans for the conquest of Ireland (24). 
The first to employ the aid of a fleet (with strong encomiastic ai^rjai^) ; bravery and 
resourcefulness, in contrast to the cowardice of his military advisers (25 and 26). 
Zeal of the army to complete the exploration and conquest of Britain, and enthusiasm 
of the officers who had before counseled retreat; reflection that the merit of success 
is claimed by all, the disgrace of defeat is attributed to one (27). Humanity of 
Agricola in grief (29). 

It is evident that in this record of events, with the characterizing comment which 
accompanies it, we have portrayed, through the medium of typical deeds, a series of 
qualities, and it is apparent that Tacitus aims to present to us an all-sided picture of 
Agricola in the role of a provincial governor. He is shown to us not only as a warrior, 
resourceful and efficient in the field, self-reliant, generous to his subordinates, and 
modest in success, but also as a radical reformer in provincial administration, a patron 
of the arts of peace, a statesman discerning the importance of further conquests for 
the advantage of the empire as a whole. 

If it has now been made clear that the essential affinities of chaps. 18-39 of the 
Agricola are rather with encomiastic narrative than with historical, we may turn to 
the consideration of some portions of the section preceding, which sets forth the 
geography and ethnology of Britain and gives a brief survey of its conquest down to 
Agricola's time. The bearing of this portion upon the personality of Agricola has 
generally been held to be even more remote than the record of his campaigns which 
we have just reviewed. But let us turn at once to the text. In the opening sentence 
Tacitus assigns as a reason for describing Britanniae situm populosque the fact that 
the complete subjugation of Britain has put him in possession of knowledge which 
others lacked. With their rhetoric he will not vie: the merit of his narrative shall 
be fidelity to facta The matter is presented thus with the appearance of utmost 

47 



22 The Proconsulate op Julius Agricola 

objectivity, and the name of Agricola is suppressed throughout. Tacitus speaks as a 
historian who has made his investigations and now presents the results. The form is 
distinctly historical and not encomiastic. But the moment the reader reflects that the 
source of Tacitus's information is Agricola, and that he is the author of the explora- 
tions which replaced ignorance and report by knowledge, it will be seen that the very 
objectivity of narrative is encomium in its most persuasive form. Nor are expressions 
lacking to impress upon the mind of the reader the indebtedness of history to him. 
Throughout this chapter the encomiastic significance of each of the more important 
items recorded is emphasized: the complete conquest of Britain (quia turn primum 
perdomita est); the certainty that it was an island (tunc primum Romana classis 
circumvecta) ; the discovery of unknown islands beyond (incognitas ad id tempus 
insulas quas Orcadas vocanf). The encomiastic value of such phrases may be seen 
from the rhetorical doctrine of appropriate topics of praise as presented, for instance, 
by Cicero (De Or., II, 347): sumendae res .... novitate primae, or by Theon 
(Sp. II, p. 110, 21): iiraiperal Se elatv at 7rpdf;€i$ .... teal el fidvos hrpa%4 w ^ 
irpSrro<; tj ore ovSefc kt\. In practice it might be illustrated at great length, but one 
or two examples will suffice: (Cons, ad Liv., 19) ille .... ignotumque tibi meruit, 
Romane, triumphum \\ protulit in terras imperiumque novas. Cf. also the epigrams in 
praise of Claudius's expedition into Britain, e. </., P. L. M., IV, p. 69 (30): victa 
prius nulli, nullo spectata triumpho\\ inlibata tuos gens patet in titulos. Com- 
pare also with the whole chapter the praise bestowed upon Csesar by Antony in the 
funeral oration which Dio Cassius presents in XLIV, 42, 5, where, after enumerating 
the varied conquests and explorations of Caesar in Gaul, Germany, and Britain, he 
concludes : ififiaTa fikp ra irplv ayvaxrTa, irXcara Sk ra irpoadev a&iapcvvrjTa .... Troirjcas. 

That Tacitus conceived of this matter as a source of praise to Agricola is here 
only suggested in the manner pointed out. The full encomiastic import of it he 
reserves for rhetorical elaboration in the speeches of Calgacus and Agricola (vide 
supra) : first negatively, in the words of Calgacus (chap. 30) , concluding with sed 
nunc terminus Britanniae patet, and then positively, in the speech of Agricola — finem 
Britanniae nonfama nee rumore sed castris et armis tenemus. They are the counter- 
part to the simple statement of the ignorance of earlier writers in chap. 10 (nondum 
comperta). Contrast also with the direct statement of the complete discovery and 
subjugation of Britain in chap. 10 the rhetorial outburst of Agricola's speech — Britan- 
nia inventa et subacta. One may compare further with the more sober description of 
the remoteness of the extreme coast of Britain in chap. 10 (hanc oram novissimi 
maris) the effective rhetorical appeal to the imagination of the soldiers in 33 extr.: nee 
inglorium fuerit in ipso terrarum ac naturae fine cecidisse. To no inconsiderable 
extent the narrative of chap. 10 paves the way for the more expressly encomiastic and 
rhetorical treatment in the subsequent course of the work. 

But, in spite of the soberness of tone of this chapter, there is noticeable a certain 
exaggeration in the treatment of Agricola's explorations which can scarcely be 
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attributed to the author's ignorance of the status of geographical knowledge. For, 
while Tacitus only affirms that Britain was then for the first time circumnavigated by 
a Roman fleet, he still leads the reader to believe that this circumnavigation estab- 
lished a disputed fact of geography (insulam esse Britanniam adfirmavit). But in 
reality, as Furneaux observes (p. 23), all earlier writers — Caesar, Diodorus, Strabo, 
Mela, Pliny — speak of it without hesitation as a triangular island. 24 Similarly it seems 
hardly credible that Tacitus should be ignorant that earlier geographers had named 
and located the Orkneys, and his claim that they were discovered by Agricola (ignotas 
ad id tempus insulas invenit) is open to the suspicion of exaggeration from the mani- 
fest hyperbole of the further statement concerning their subjugation (domuitque). 

In the rapid survey of the conquest of Britain down to Agricola's time, it has 
impressed many as remarkable that approximately one-third of the space should be 
given up to a statement of the motives which led to the uprising in the administration 
of Suetonius Paulinus (reported indirectly in chap. 15). This whole preliminary 
survey is designated by Andresen as wholly without relation to the personality of 
Agricola, but this chapter he finds especially irrelevant, and sees in it evidence for his 
view, that Tacitus in chaps. 10-39 is writing a history of Britain, and not a biog- 
raphy of Agricola. As for the rest of this division, it will not, I think, seem remark- 
able to an unbiased reader that the record of Agricola's campaigns should be prefaced 
by a brief account of the work accomplished by his predecessors. It may not, how- 
ever, be so obvious why in this very rapid sketch so much space is given to the causes 
of the uprising led by Boudicca. But, first, to approach the matter negatively, it may 
be said that, had Tacitus here been concerned only to write a history of Britain, he 
surely could not have passed over the great battle, with which the insurrection was 
quelled, so briefly (quam unius proelii fort una veteri patientiae restituit, 16), after 
devoting so much space to the motives which led to the revolt. The treatment 
of the episode in the Annals (XIV, 35-37) reveals what must have been expected 
here of a historian: the wrongs of the Britons and the provocation to revolt 
(indirect speech of Boudicca, chap. 35), exhortation of Suetonius to his soldiers (36), 
description of the battle (36, 11 — 37, 8). The battle was one of the great and decisive 
struggles of Roman arms against the resistance of Britain to Roman subjugation (clara 
et antiquis victoriis par ea die laus parta), and, historically considered, was of more 
significance than any of Agricola's conquests. It is obvious, therefore, that such a 
hypothesis as Andresen' s does not adequately account for the distribution of matter 
as found in the Agricola. 

The true explanation lies in the desire of the historian to put the reader in 

MQunrnLlAir, VII. 4, 2, cannot be used, as it is by nia insula (nam turn ignorabatur) refer, of coarse, to a 

Ublichs (De vita et honor. Tac. % p. 17), to show that the declamatory theme assuming a time before Caesar's in- 

insolarity of Britain was a matter of dispute down to rasion, and. as is expressly pointed out, only imply that at 

Agricola's time. The words ut si Caesar deli beret an that time was the fact unknown, 
i impugned quae sit Oceani natura, an Britan- 
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possession of the attitude of the people of Britain toward the Roman occupation. In 
the record of the deeds of Agricola's several predecessors, Tacitus in his own words 
records the character of each administration impartially and without calculated 
depreciation, rising even to emphatic praise of the two immediate predecessors of 
Agricola (17 init). But of the attitude of the islanders toward the Roman adminis- 
tration he says nothing in his own person. This was the dark obverse to a history of 
progressive conquest — the fact that Roman success had done nothing to conciliate the 
loyalty of a conquered people, but had used its power for extortion and the gratifi- 
cation of the lust of those in power. It is for this reason that the speech in the 
Agricola contains a more general statement of grievances than the corresponding 
speech of Boudicca in the Annals. The exposition of this state of affairs is assigned 
with dramatic feeling to the utterances of the Britons themselves, and at the same 
time the writer relieves himself of the odium of directing so serious an indictment 
against the predecessors of Agricola. That some such explanation of the spirit which 
had characterized the earlier administration of the province was necessary to afford a 
setting for the reforms of Agricola appears at the beginning of chap. 19: Ceterum 
animorum provinciae prudens, simulque doctus per aliena experimenta parum prqfid 
armis si iniuriae sequerentur, causas bellorum statuit excidere. The reforms which 
are then enumerated are, with approximate exactness, corrections of the abuses which 
are complained of in the indirect speech under consideration. The concluding words 
of this section set the matter in a very clear light (20 int.): haec primo statim anno 
comprimendo egregiam famam pact circumdedit, quae vel incuria vel intolerantia 
priorum hand minus quam helium timebatur. 

The foregoing argument has been directed primarily toward showing that, in 
spite of the historical form in which Tacitus has cast his material from chap. 10 to 
31), it still remains essentially biographical, with the encomiastic connotation which 
that word implies. In explanation of the form I have suggested above the desire to 
lend greater persuasiveness to encomium by the appearance of an objective historical 
record and to avoid the invidiousness of direct praise. That Tacitus, at all events 
(whether by design or not), has attained this end is evinced perhaps most conclu- 
sively by the very fact that so many modern readers have found in the Agricola a 
historical rather than a biographical character. But for his own time I think it may 
be fairly questioned whether Tacitus's eloquence was interpreted otherwise than as an 
encomiastic utterance of filial piety, and by this I have no thought of impugning 
either the character of Agricola or the honesty of Tacitus, but only of interpreting the 
literary treatment of the subject It is perhaps no more than an unwarranted 
suspicion which I would raise concerning the probable treatment of the episode of 
Agricola's administration of Britain in the lost books of the Histories. But the fact 
that subsequent historians do not refer to the operations of Agricola in Britain 
(Dio Cassius merely alludes to the desertion of the Usipian cohort and the consequent 
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circumnavigation of the island) would lend color to the conjecture that Tacitus 
himself, in his capacity of historian, claimed less for the merit of Agricola than he had 
urged in the rOle of encomiast of his father-in-law. One bit of evidence Tacitus 
himself affords, which is at least significant of the difference between encomium and 
history. For Tacitus, although writing not earlier than the year 97, says simply, in 
explanation of his reason for describing the geography of Britain: quia turn primum 
perdomita est But in the Histories (I, 2) he adds the important qualification: per- 
domita Britannia et statim missa. It is significant of the difference in the character 
of the two works that the Agricola contains not a word of the transient nature of the 
conquests recorded. They are treated throughout as permanent results. The loss of 
Britain, to be sure, might have been treated as a t6tt&; yfre/cTucfc against Domitian, and 
in a historical treatment it would inevitably have found a place with the other disasters 
enumerated in chap. 41 ; but in general it could only have been to lessen the praise of 
Agricola to remind the reader that the fruits of his victories were, at the time of 
writing, already lost. Of the same character is the unhistorical exaggeration in the 
treatment of Agricola's explorations to which allusion has been made above. That a 
conscientious historian might distribute emphasis very differently in biographical and 
historical treatment of the same subject-matter is well shown by Polybius's allusion 
to his life of Philopoemen (X, 21 (24), 5 ff.). After indicating the external differences 
which would characterize the historical treatment of the deeds in which Philopoemen 
played a leading rOle, he adds (8): "For while biography, being encomiastic in 
nature, demands a summary presentation of deeds with rhetorical amplification of 
them, history, being indifferent to praise or blame, calls for a truthful and accurate 
account of events with the consequences which follow upon each." 2 * 

Much confusion has been introduced into the discussion of the problems relating 
to the Agricola by the failure to separate the question of literary form from the ques- 
tion of ulterior political or apologetic purpose, which many have found in the 
biography. So, for instance, Schanz cites Httbner's and Androgen's theories of 
literary form as alternative views to Hoffmann's theory of the apologetic character of 
the treatise. But, while it is too much to say that there is no relation between these 
questions, yet it is obvious that a laudatio funebris might be an apologetic, political 
manifesto (as we know, in fact, that such works effected a distortion of history in the 
interest of certain families), and the same end could obviously have been attained 
through the medium of a historical narrative. Generally speaking, therefore, any 
demonstrable theory of form would not be inconsistent with any further demonstrable 
theory of purpose or tendency. 

For the settlement of the question of a possible political motive in the portrayal 
of the last years of Agricola, our knowledge of the inner history of the time is 
unfortunately inadequate. Practically all those who have found in the treatise the 

K M«rv<p yap cff«irof i r&rof , vwapx.mv ryKmfiuurTutfc, arrfrci o r$c urroptac, xoirof itv iwairov cat ^6yov, <frr«i rhv aAifft} teat 
rkr KttmXmtMq cat /ur' «w£ jfffwf rwv np+$tm¥ anoXoyur^v ovrwf thv fitr awot*i(*»s cat rmv cxaaroic vaptwonivvv av\Aoyurft.6v. 
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program of a political creed, or a vindication of the memory of Agricola (and so of 
the moderate party) against the charge of dishonorable servility, have based their 
theories in the first instance upon the famous words in chap. 42: Domitiani vero 
natura praeceps in iram, et quo obscurior, eo inrevocabilior, moderatione tamen 
prudentiaque Agricolae leniebatur, quia nan coniumacia neque inani iactatione liber- 
taiis famam fatumque provocabat. sciant, quibus moris est inlicita mirari, posse 
etiam sub malts principibus magnos viros esse, obsequiumque ac modes tiam, si 
industria ac vigor adsint, eo laudis escendere, quo plerique per abrupta, sed in 
nullum rei publicae usum, ambitiosa morte inclaruerunt 

Students of Tacitus have debated hotly and with easy honors whether the prin- 
ciple here laid down is consistent with the general attitude of our author elsewhere 
toward the question at issue — a question which, from the time of Tiberius at least, had 
come to be one of the most vital problems of practical ethics for every great and influ- 
ential public character. Evidence from Tacitus's own utterances can be adduced on 
both sides. We can show that the very men — Thrasea, Rusticus, Helvidius — whose 
contumacy is here so vehemently assailed, are elsewhere touched with a kindlier hand, 
and to the description of their deaths there is lent the suggestion of martyrdom. Even 
in the Agricola, but a few pages farther on, Tacitus recalls with horror the share which 
the senate was compelled to have in shedding the innocent blood of Helvidius, Rusticus, 
Senecio (45). And similarly at the opening of the work these same men are instanced 
as martyrs whose deaths put to blush the acquiescence of himself and his compeers 
(dedimus profecto grande patientiae documcntum). Surely in these passages there is 
no thought of sparing himself for his share in the degradation of those last years of 
Domitian's tyranny. Nor does Tacitus fail to record elsewhere with manifest admira- 
tion utterances which reveal a bold but fruitless independence of spirit. On the other 
hand, it is true that he praises the moderation of men who have known how to steer a 
middle course inter abruptam contumaciam et deforme obsequium {Ann., IV, 20). But 
the essential difference between this passage and other analogous expressions of politi- 
cal prudence, as, for instance, the one just cited, lies in the form and tone. Elsewhere, 
with a certain sadness and resignation, he commends acquiescence because of the fruit- 
lessness of opposition. Here he passes quickly from the fact of Agricola 's submission 
to praise of his conduct, as an example of the glory that it was possible for a good 
man of vigor and efficiency to win under a bad emperor. For myself I cannot escape 
"the feeling that the arrogant brucpuris (sciant quibus, etc.) rings false, and betrays 
that the writer is making the worse appear the better cause for the ends which filial 
devotion demanded. For, in the first place, it is not easy to see what there could have 
been in Agricola's dignified acceptance, when it should be offered him, of a high pro- 
consular post, which Tacitus could honestly designate as a "seeking for notoriety and 
a challenging of his own fate by contumacy and a vainglorious affectation of inde- 
pendence." Would not the more honorable and patriotic course have been to accept 
the reward which his merit had won and await the consequences? Agricola, of his 
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own motion, we are led to believe, would have followed this course, but was finally 
persuaded and terrified by his friends (suadentes simul tcrrentesque pertraxere ad 
Domitianum) into asking the ignoble favor of release from service. The humiliation 
of the request to Agricola is the aspect of the narrative which most impresses the 
modern reader; we are less concerned that Domitian did not blush at the odiousness 
of the benefit he conferred. Is this, then, that middle course between contumacia and 
deforme obsequium which Tacitus praised in Lepidus? Surely Tacitus has not spared 
his pen to make us realize how hideous the acquiescence of Agricola was. After such 
a scene we might concede a final judgment like that which is accorded to L. Piso (Ann., 
VI, 10): nullius servilis sententiae sponte auctor et quotiens necessitas ingrueret 
sapienter moderans. But one is led to the suspicion of special pleading, which always 
played a large rOle in encomium, when we are asked to condemn the simple course of 
honor which Agricola might have pursued as headstrong and boastful, and are expected 
to admire as the highest political wisdom a maxim generalized from a scene of humili- 
ating submission. 

But I claim only to give my feeling, based upon the repeated perusal of this 
passage and upon a comparison with utterances of related character elsewhere in 
Tacitus. I do not expect to carry conviction, on a subject which does not admit of 
positive demonstration, to those who, having weighed the matter, find nothing unnatu- 
ral or inconsistent in the treatment. But I would point out that, had Tacitus desired 
to give a favorable interpretation to an act of doubtful credit to his hero, he would 
have conformed entirely to the theories of encomiastic style in handling the matter as 
he has done here. Even Plutarch,* who writes as a biographer rather than as a pro- 
fessed encomiast, urges that defects of character which the exigencies of public life 
have imposed upon a man otherwise admirable are to be treated with an indulgent 
hand. The theory of encomium went further and prescribed rules for the encomiastic 
presentation of such defects. Aristotle, Rhet., 1367a, 32: \rjirr4ov &k /cal ra 01/1*771* 
Tofc tnrdpxovauf w ravra 6vra, /cal irpbs hraivov ical irpbs sfriyov, olov rov eiiKafir) ^vypov 
ical hrlfiovkov teal rov rfKiOiov xpriarbv tcrX. (as here the acquiescence of Agricola is 
called moderatio and prudentia, the other course which lay open to him contumacia 
and inanis iactatio libertatis) .... teal iicaarov 8' i/c twv irapatcoXovdovmwv ael tcara 
to fiiXrurrop. The same doctrine as formulated by the late rhetorician Nicolaus 
Sophista (Sp. Ill, p. 481, 20) applies to the case in hand more accurately: ical elirov ti 
ikdrrwfia %X €(f > Ka ^ T0 ^ T0 fr€ipaa6fi€0a irepiareWeiv eiKfnjfxoTepoi? \6yoi$, rrjv heiXiav 
evkdfieiav ical irpopqduav (c/. moderatione prudentiaque) tea\ovpre; y to & Opdao? 
avhpeiav ical einfrvxtav, ical oXw ael irdvra hrl to tcdWiov ipyatyfiepoi. That even in a 
corrupt and debased state it is still possible for a man to attain distinction and lead an 
honorable life {posse etiam sub malts principibus magnos vivos esse) had been affirmed 
by Seneca (De Tranq., 5, 3) : ut scias et in adflicta republica esse occasionem sapienti 

M ClMON, 2, 4 : ric 6* i* *4#ovf Tirbff ij etc iroArrutiff araymfff «p*ri|f riroff ij Kcuctat ironjpc v>ara ro/yu^oirac ov 6*1 witnt vpoftfjuK 
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viro ad se proferendum. 21 The principle must have been a more or less conventional 
one in encomiastic-apologetic literature, as Theon shows (Sp. II, p. Ill, 25): Xetcrdov 
on ... . teal iv irokireia <f>av\y Tedpafifiepos ov hie<TTpd$r) y a\\a r&v Kaff airrbv apurros 
Syeveroj &<nrep TYkdrtov iv okiyapxta. 

The rhetorical treatment of circumstances in which an honorable course of action 
is crossed by some exigency which leads to a less honorable course forms the subject 
of a considerable doctrine in the theory of encomium. It is presented, so far as I am 
aware, most fully by Cicero (De Inv., II, 166 ff.). The subject is introduced in 166 
with these words: ac de eo quidem genere honestatis quod ex omni parte propter se 
petitur satis dictum est; nunc de eo in quo utilitas quoque adiungitur, quod tamen 
honestum vocamus, dicendum videtur. At 170 he passes to a new phase of the subject: 
quoniam ergo de honestate et de utiliate diximus, nunc restat ut de eis rebus, quas 
his attributas esse dicebamus, necessitudine et adfectione perscribamus. Concerning 
necessitudo he continues in 173: ac summa quidem necessitudo videtur esse honestatis; 
huic proxima incolumitatis; .... hasce autem inter se saepe necesse est comparari 
(as in our passage of the Agricola incolumitas is accounted the wiser consideration 
because of the uselessness of opposition). Therefore, though honcstas is the higher 
motive, we must consider which of the two is to be consulted (174) : nam qua in re 
fieri poter it ut, cum incolumitati consuluerimus, quod sit in praesentia de honestate 
delibatum, virtute aliquando et industria recuperetur [cf. si industria ac vigor 
adsint in our passage of the Agricola] incolumitatis ratio videbitur habenda. In such 
a case vere poterimus dicere nos honestatis rationem habere, for only in personal 
safety will it be possible to consult the demands of honor for the future. Therefore 
vel concedere alteri vel ad conditionem alterius descendere vel in praesentia quiescere 
atque aliud tempus exspectare oportebit, provided only the cause which impels us to 
look to our temporary advantage (ad utilitatem) is found adequate quare de magni- 
ficentia aut de honestate quiddam derogetur. We must inquire, therefore, carefully 
into the conditions which justify such a course. 28 

By way of summary of what has been said of the encomiastic character of the 
Agricola and of the bearing of this fact upon the style and upon the apologetic ten- 
dency of the work, may be noticed here Aristides's formulation of four rules of enco- 
miastic treatment (Sp. II, p. 505, 10) : Xafiftdpoprai 8k oi iiraivoi /caret Tpfaovs reaaapas, 
avgrjaei irapaXeiyfrei wapa/SoXy euQrjfiiq. Of each of these the Agricola has furnished 
examples. Of rhetorical amplification we have seen examples in detail in the invasion 
of Mona, the employment of a fleet, and especially in the calculated cumulative effect 
with which the complete discovery and conquest of Britain is presented. Of suppres- 

27 It is a significant contrast to Tacitus's application Tacitus in the passage of the Annals cited above concern- 
ed the utterance that Seneca's generalization follows the ing L. Piso (VI, 10) : quotient necessiteu ingrueret tapienter 
example of the trial and death of Socrates. moderant^ and perhaps also in Agr., 33 cxtr. : incoiumitaa 

2R The same subject is touched upon briefly by Quin- <* decus eodem locoiita sunt. 
TiLiAN, III, 8, 22. The theory is apparently alluded to by 
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sion (irapaXet^rt?) there are some minor examples, to which Hoffmann especially has 
called attention, and I have noted above the fact that the transient character of 
Agricola' s conquests is not allowed to appear. Of the use of comparison (irapa/SoX^ or 
avyicpicis) many examples have been adduced, and we have seen that it is one of the 
most characteristic features of the style of the treatise. The most formal and elabo- 
rate example, in which Agricola is contrasted with Domitian and his generals (chap. 
41), is commented upon in the Appendix (p. 31). Of favorable interpretation (eityi7- 
pla) of acts or events which were at best colorless, or perhaps even censurable, we 
have noted the explanation of the acerbitas of Agricola, and I have suggested that 
the brUpurn in 42 (sciant quibus, etc.) with its context seems to be a rhetorical 
defense of a course of conduct of doubtful credit. There are some other examples 
which might be instanced in this category, as the comment in chap. 6 on the inactivity 
of Agricola's tribuneship: gnarus sub Nerone temporum quibus inertia pro sapientia 
frit. 

I am aware that investigations of the sort here presented are likely to be looked 
upon as hypersceptical indictments of the historical accuracy of our sources. But with 
questions of historical fact we are here only incidentally concerned; the object of my 
study has been to define, if possible, the difference in literary treatment between encomi- 
astic biography and history. Unfortunately the means of direct comparison which the 
treatment of the same events in the Histories might have afforded are not available. 
In Xenophon the difference in the treatment of Agesilaus in the encomium of that 
name and in the Hellenica led scholars for a long time to dispute the authenticity 
of the former work. In Polybius, unfortunately, we do not possess the full historical 
treatment of Philopoemen, and all trace of the special biography of him has disap- 
peared. But that there was a considerable difference in the handling of the material 
in the two works we must believe on the authority of Polybius himself, as was indi- 
cated above. A pointed illustration of the differences between the two forms of liter- 
ary treatment is afforded by the inconsistencies which are revealed in Tacitus' s account 
of Corbulo in the latter part of the Annals. The immediate source of his information 
was, I believe, an encomiastic biography analogous to the Agricola. For large parts 
of his narrative he follows this closely, and thus introduces into history the tone and 
spirit of encomium. At other times he discredits its statements and endeavors to 
maintain the objectivity of the historian. The result is curiously inharmonious. But 
the detailed consideration of this question must be postponed to another time. It 
was on the basis of a long tradition of biographical literature, composed from the 
point of view of encomium, that Tacitus wrote the life of his father-in-law. That in 
many instances, as we have seen, details of treatment correspond to the theoretical 
precepts of the rhetoricians, is due rather to the biographical and encomiastic monu- 
ments from which such principles were derived, than to a conscious observance of 
rhetorical theory itself. 
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APPENDIX 

Some miscellaneous observations are here appended which it has not been found 
convenient to include in the continuous argument of the preceding: 

5, 2: prima castrorum rudimenta in Britannia SueUmio Paulino .... adprobavit, 
electus quern contubernio aestimaret. Cf. also 6, 18: electus a Oalba ad dona templorum 
recognoscenda, etc. 9, 22: haud semper erred fama, aliquando et elegit. The encomiastic 
significance of these passages is set in somewhat clearer light by the precept of the rhetorician 
Theon (frcpl fyeayuov), Sp. II, p. 110, 25: 8c? 8k Aa/AjSomv #cai rac Kpuras rStv lv&6(w, tcaSdwip ot faou- 
kovvtcs "EXcVi/v on diprci* vpottcptvt. Cf. also note on iudicium (43, 17) below. 

9, 10: ubi officio satis factum, nullam ultra potestatis personam, tristitiam et adrogan- 
tiam et avaritiam exuerat. So the MSS. Rhenanus's correction, which is generally adopted — 
nulla ultra potestatis persona. Tristitiam, etc. — ascribes directly to Agricola qualities which a 
panegyrist could scarcely name even to deny. The correction of Urlichs — nihil ultra: potes- 
tatis personam, etc. — seems to me simpler, but I would retain the words tristitiam, adro- 
gantiam, avaritiam, which Urlichs brackets. Tacitus, in characterizing the potestatis personam, 
has allowed himself to ascribe to it, in the detached manner of a satirical historian, the conven- 
tional attributes of Roman provincial governors, unmindful that the mere mention of them in 
this connection conveys a suggestion scarcely to the praise of Agricola. One may compare the 
satirical remark at the end of chap. 21, which seems to suggest a sinister design in Agricola's 
measures for the civilization of his province quite at variance with the writer's purpose as an 
encomiast. Vide supra, p. 11. A parallel example is afforded by Isoc., Euag., 78, which, though 
addressing a compliment to Nicocles, conveys a reflection upon the class to which he belongs: 
Tfxaros koI fiovos rlav iv rvpamSt teal irXavrtp kc! rpv^ai? Svtwv <fnXo<ro<f>€LV #eai xovcty hruc^tiprjKas. 

10, 6: Britannia .... spatio ac caelo in orientem Germanuze, in occidentem Hispanias 
obtenditur. So far as I am aware, spatio ac caelo are universally taken as ablatives (of respect) 
with Britannia, and as such have been felt to be and certainly are otiose. They are, however, 
I believe, datives in hendiadys (= spatio caelt) with obtenditur. Oermaniae and Hispaniae 
are genitives depending upon them. The position of Britain in relation to Germany and to 
Spain is designated by in orientem and in occidentem respectively. " Britain lies in the 'same 
latitude (spatio ac caelo .... obtenditur) as that of Germany on the e$st and of Spain on the 
west." In contrast to this more general indication of geographical position, with relation to 
regions on the east and west, follows an exact designation of the southern boundary: Gallis in 
meridiem etiam inspicitur. The emphasis upon the proximity of Gaul may have been evoked 
by the inexact statement of Pliny, IV, 16, 30: ex adverso huius situs (the Low Countries) 
Britannia insula inter septentrionalem et occidentem iacet, Germaniae, Galluze, Hispanias 
.... magno intervallo adversa. 

10, 18: sed mare pigrum et grave remigantibus perhibent, etc. The phenomenon does not 
admit of a satisfactory explanation, if we think of Tacitus as describing something actually 
observed by the expedition of exploration sent out by Agricola. There surely could have been 
no difficulty in recognizing fields of floating sea-weed or ice or even adverse currents. The 
encountering of a belt of calm in the vicinity of the Shetland Islands (to which Furneaux refers) 
may have seemed to lend confirmation to a widely diffused conception of the unknown outer 
ocean as a windless sea of almost immovable character. Walch cites a number of passages 
which allude to this in widely different periods of antiquity. In the discussions of this question 
I have not observed that the parallels afforded by Seneca Rhet, Suae. 1, have been cited: 
Deliberat Alexander an Oceanum naviget. His friends dissuade him from essaying so perilous 
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a task: stat immoium mare, quasi deficientis in suo fine naturae pigra moles ipsum 

veto grave et defixum mare. 2 exit. : immobile profundum. 10: hie difficultatem naviga- 
tion^ ignoti maris naturam non patientem navigcUionis. 15 (Pedo . ... in navigante 
Oermanico dicit): ad rerum metas extremaque litora mundi\\ nunc ilium, pigris immania 
monstra sub undis\ qui ferat, Oceanum, etc. Again, a little farther on: atque alium flabris 
intactum quaerimus orbemt But Tacitus, in Ann., II, 24, says: quanto violentior cetero mari 
Oceanus, etc. 

18, 23: qui classem, qui naves, qui mare expect abant. In explanation and defense of 
mare, Miss Katharine Allen, of the University of Wisconsin, has called my attention to Hist., 
II, 12 init. : possessa per mare et naves maiore Italiae parte. An example, somewhat analo- 
gous to this, of a loose use of mare is afforded by Tibullus, I, 3, 50: nunc mare, nunc leti 
mille repents viae, where it stands " praegnanti sensu .... pro nunc maris et navigationis 
pericula." In our passage mare gathers up in forcible climax the content of the preceding 
expressions classem naves. It is in no sense a descending series. 

41, 18: sic Agricola simul suis virtutibus, simul vitiis aliorum in ipsam gloriam 
praeceps agebatur. This well-known passage seems to have been very generally misinterpreted. 
Commentators have read into it more than it really contains, and have found it an extreme 
example of Tacitean compression (cf. Ernesti's characterization of it as " acuminis captatio," 
Wakh, Wex, Furneaux, and the conjectures of Madvig and Baehrens). But the passage con- 
tains no suggestion that "Agricola's glory was his doom." It is merely the conclusion of a 
<ruy#epurtf, which sets forth, by contrast to the weakness and inefficiency of Domitian and his 
generals, the swift growth of Agricola's fame. The comparison begins with 41, 5: et ea 
insecuta tempora quae sileri Agricolam non sinerent. There follow then the disasters (the 
negative side of the <rvy#<pur«— the vitia aliorum) which provoked popular clamor for Agricola, 
comparantibus cunciis vigorem et constantiam et expertum bellis animum cum inertia et 
formidine ceterorum. The comparison concludes with the words in question: " Agricola, not 
only by his own virtues, but by contrast with the weakness and inefficiency of others, was 
hurried to the very pinnacle of fame." The correctness of this interpretation may be tested by 
comparison with the similar conclusion of a avyicpuns of Fompey with other generals, in Cicero, 
De imp. Pomp., 67: quasi Cn. Pompeium non cum suis virtutibus turn etiam alienis vitiis 
magnum esse videamus. 

43, 16: satis constat lecto testamento Agricolae, quo coheredem optimae uxori et 
piissimae filiae Domitianum scripsit, laetatum eum velut honore iudicioque. The quasi- 
technical character of this last phrase seems to have been overlooked. Furneaux (with Andresen) 
thinks that the words honore iudicioque distinguish the act and the thought, and renders " the 
mark of respect and the esteem implied in it;" and so essentially Gudeman. But iudicium is a 
terminus technicus in the legal language of wills and inheritances for the judgment which 
animates a bequest, and so for the bequest itself. This transition of meaning is well shown by 
Seneca, De Bene/., TV, 11, 4: quid .... cum testamentum ordinamus non beneficia nihil nobis 
profutura dividimust .... atqui numquam magis indicia nostra magis torquemus quam 
ubi remvtis utilitatibus solum ante oculos honestum stetit. For suprema iudicia, or indicia 
alone, in the sense of testamentum see the passages in Forcellini, s. v., Ill, 13, of which Suet., 
Aug^ 66, affords a good illustration: quamvis minims appeteret hereditates, ut qui numquam 
ex ignoti testamento capere quicquam sustinuerit, amicorum tamen suprema iudicia moro- 
sissime pensitavit, neque dolore dissimulato si parcius aut citra honorem verborum, etc. 
(These last words cast some light upon honore in our passage. The honorem iudicii alone, 
citra honorem verborum, he did not desire.) Finally a parallel which sets the meaning of our 
passage in the clearest light, and shows that it is to be interpreted as hendiadys for honore 
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iudicii, is afforded by the Laudatio Murdiae (C. I. L n VI, 10230), vs. 6: viro certam pecuniam 
legavit ut ius dotis honore iudicii augeretur. (Cf. Vollmer ad loc., Jahrb., Suppl. Vol. XVIII, 
p. 487.) Cf. also Du Cange, s. v. indicium. [I note that Buperti, ad loc^ makes allusion to the 
use of the word here noted, but without closer application to the interpretation of the passage.] 
44 init: A transposition of sentences from the order preserved in the MSS. is a violent 
remedy and one justly regarded with extreme scepticism. But since we have ample evidence 
that errors in the sequence of ancient texts do occur, it is legitimate for the critic to point out 
apparent errors of this sort and to make such suggestions of restoration as are possible. This 
chapter begins with a brief statement of some external facts concerning Agricola: (1) his age, 

(2) his appearance. Then follows a considerable reflection that Agricola, though cut off in the 
prime of life, had attained all that long life could have granted: et ipse quidem, quamquam 
medio in spatio integrae aetatis ereptus, quantum ad gloriam longissimum aevum peregit. 
The position of these words is surprising, for such a reflection would more naturally have followed 
the statement of his age; nor can I think that et ipse forms an appropriate transition from the 
preceding. There follows an epexegetical sentence: quippe et vera bona, quae in virtutibus sita 
sunt, impleverat, et consulari ac triumphalibus ornamentis praedito quid aliud adstruere 
fortuna poterat t The real goods of virtue and fame are here obviously contrasted with external 
goods of fortune, although as yet the latter have not been named. These then follow, as the 
third item of external character, in a manner which, as Furneaux remarks, appears irrelevant: 

(3) opibu8 nimiis non gaudebat, speciosae non contigerant. As a matter of arrangement it 
would have seemed more natural to have placed the third statement of external facts imme- 
diately after the second, before proceeding to the reflections which follow (2), especially since 
these reflections are rather in sequence with (1) than with (2). But further, and more decisively, 
we should look for (3) to precede quippe et vera bona, so that these words may look back in 
proper antithesis to opibus. 

An arrangement of the passage which would seem to meet all the difficulties which I have 
named, and which others (especially Furneaux and Gudeman) have raised, would be as follows: 

(1) natus erat Agricola, etc (2) quod si habitum quoque eius posteri noscere velint, etc., 

.... libenter. (3) opibus nimiis non gaudebat, speciosae non contigerant. [From this state- 
ment of his small material wealth Tacitus passes to the suggestion of his real good fortune.] Filia 
atque uxore superstitibus potest videri etiam beatus incolumi dignitate, florente fama, salvia 
adfinitatibus et amicitiis, futura effugisse. [In contrast to this statement of his good fortune 
in the integrity of his fame and the safety of his family and friends, Tacitus turns to the met of 
Agricola 9 s own death and shows that it was not untimely.] Et ipse quidem, quamquam medio 
in spatio integrae aetatis ereptus, quantum ad gloriam, longissimum aevum peregit. quippe 
et vera bona [in contrast to the opibus above], quae in virtutibus sita sunt, impleverat, et consu- 
lari ac triumphalibus ornamentis praedito quid aliud adstruere fortuna poterat t nam sicut ei 
(non licuif) durare in hanc beatissimi saeculi lucem ac principem Traianum videre .... 
ita festinatae mortis grande solacium tulit evasisse postremum illud tempus, etc. [This sen- 
tence, introduced appropriately by nam, anticipates the suggestion that fortune might have 
granted him to see the reign of Trajan, and answers it by showing that it could only have been 
at the cost of witnessing the last days of Domitian. The balanced clauses nam sicut .... 
ita would perhaps best be rendered by " for though .... still."] I have explained this, though 
it is obvious enough, to meet an objection which will naturally be raised to the transposition 
proposed. It will be said that this last sentence is the natural complement of futura effugisse, 
and it cannot be denied that the sequence of these two parts as they stand is perfectly satisfactory. 
I would only urge that the sequence with quid aliud adstruere fortuna poterat is equally 
natural, as I have endeavored to point out. 
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44, 14: nam sicut ei (non licuif) durare in hanc beatissimi saeculi lucem ac principem 
Traianum videre, quad augurio votisque apud nostras auris ominabatur, etc. Lipsius com- 
ments: " minim si tot annos praesagiit. Nee de Traiano ulla spes aut suspicio, nisi si deus men- 
tern ill! movit, aut nostro scriptori blanditia; quod non solet." Cf. also Hoffmann, loc. cit. (supra, 
p. 5), p. 273. Similar auguries concerning Trajan are reported by Pliny, Pan., 5 and 94, and by 
Dio Cassias, 67, 12, 1. They are all undoubtedly ex eventu, including our passage of the Agricola 
It was a conventional feature of encomiastic literature 29 to assign to an early period in the life of 
the subject of encomium prophecies or signs of future greatness, even if they must be invented. 
In this case the augury is at once a source of praise to Agricola and of flattery to the emperor. 
The attitude of the theorists on this point is given by Menander. In speaking of portents and 
signs foretelling at the time of birth the future greatness of the subject of encomium, he says 
(Sp. Ill, p. 371, 10): k&v fttv y to toiovtov irepi tov /fao-iAca, l$€pya<r<u • lav Sk olov T€ ]J TrXdVcu #cai 
vouiv rmrro mOavw, fitf kcltokvu. And they did not hesitate, as Pliny abundantly shows. With- 
out the cheerful injunction to persuasive invention of the necessary auguries, Quintilian presents 
the same theory in III, 7, 11: ilia quoque interim ex eo quod ante ipsum fuit tempore trah*ntur, 
quae responsis vel auguriis futuram claritatem promiserint 

45 init. : non vidit Agricolam obsessam curiam, etc. This is commonly designated by the 
editors as an imitation of Cicero, De Oratore, III, 2, 8 (referring to the death of Crassus), and per- 
haps no closer parallel can be cited. However, Morowski (De Rhetoribus Lat. y Cracovia, 1892, 
p. 15) has pointed out that the rhetorical figure here used is a conventional one in the declamatory 
literature of the first century A. D. in describing the deaths of great men. For the whole con- 
clusion of the Agricola, from 44 to the end, one should compare Seneca Rhet., Suas., 6, 5 and 6. 

The observation suggests a concluding word: We shall not understand the style of Tacitus, 
nor shall we be in a position properly to judge of the content of his words, until we come to see 
and to feel the affinity of his nature for much which, in our modern aversion to literary artifice, 
we designate contemptuously as rhetorical. There is a great gulf between Tacitus and the 
declaimers, but it is not a total difference of kind, as, for example, the difference between Seneca 
and Epictetus or Fronto and Marcus Aurelius. Up to a certain point, in the technique of lan- 
guage and rhetorical effect, Tacitus is one of them. But beyond that, it is character and range 
of vision, rather than fundamentally divergent ideals, which differentiate him from them. 

* Cf. Noedbn (" Sin Panegyricns auf Augustus ") on Vibg., Aen,, VI, 799, Rh. M%u. % Vol. LTV, p. 468. 
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A STICHOMETRIC SCHOLIUM TO THE MEDEA OF EURI- 
PIDES, WITH REMARKS ON THE TEXT OF D1DYMUS 

Tenny Frank 

The line <nyy 86/iovs elafiaa Xv larpanai X^09, which occurs twice in our manu- 
scripts of the Medea of Euripides (vss. 41 and 380) and is cited in a third place (vs. 
356) by a scholiast, has been much discussed both because of its own inherent diffi- 
culties and because of the interesting but perplexing scholia attached to it. I propose 
in this paper to suggest a solution of the difficulties connected with the scholia, and to 
point out some new conclusions to which it may lead with reference to certain readings 
in the manuscripts of the time of Didymus, the author of the criticism contained in 
the scholia. 

The passage in question occurs first in all our manuscripts as vs. 41 of the Medea. 
The nurse is speaking : 

€y$8a TTjvSe, Sei/iahw t4 viv, 
40 /iff Otjktov &cy <f>cbryavov Si J fjiraros, 

fiyy SSfJLOv^ eUrfiaa', Xv' iarp&Tat, X^go?, 
fj ical Tvpawov t6v t€ yrjfJLavra /crdvrj 
xaireiTa fiel^fo av/A<f>opav \d/3g rivd. 
Beivrj yap. 

Here the line is bracketed by all modern editors 1 as having been inappropriately 
inserted from vs. 380. 

After vs. 356 Didymus is said by the scholiast to have found the same line, although 
it is not found in any of our manuscripts in that place and no editor has proposed to 
restore it Here the text reads (the king of Corinth is the speaker) : 

Trpovvveira) 84 crot, 
e? <r' r\ 'iriovaa Xafnras Syfrerai Oeov 
teal iraiSas ivrb? rrjaSe reppdveov g^owfe, 
Oavei' \4\exrai /ivdos aifev&ip 88e. 
355 vvp B\ el /x4veiv &t, iilya? i<f> fjpepav fxlav 
ou yap rt hpdaeis heivbv &v <f>6/3os y! fyet. 

To the last line of this passage the following scholium is attached : ov yap rt S/oocro?] 

iElmblby rejects vs. 41. " Nostra loco minus conveni- p. 59) alone would read the line here rather than at 380. 

nnt at recte Musgravius. Metuit nutrix ne liberos inter- Kirchhoff brackets vss. 40 and 41 : •' Hue retractos e vv. 

flciat Medea. Qua sententia neque vtyij M^ot* cur0a*a 381, 2 "( = Nauck, 379, 380). Nauck rightly rejects vss. 40-43 

dixisset neque lv* iarp^Tat. A« X oi .... Non opus est ut bis (Euripideischc 8tudien, I, p. 108). We shall examine his 

legantur haec verba quae melius infra v. 374 (= Nauck, reasons later, together with those of Dindorf and Pbinz- 

380) quam hie mini videntur." So also Brunch and Porson. Wecklein, who reject vss. 38-43. 
Valcuenakr (ad Phoen., 1286) and Pirrson ( Vcruimilia, 
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A&vfMK /xera tovtov <f>ep€i* to u aiyg SJ/llov? cur/Sao* tv y earpcorat X^o?" teal fUfufttai Tofc 
inro/cpirals w cuccUpws avrov Taaaovaiv. 

Finally the line occurs in what is now generally conceded to be its proper place, 
after vs. 879. Medea speaks : 

ovsc oTB 9 inrola irp&rov iyx&,p& 9 <f>i\ai 9 
irdrepov ixf>dyfr<o B&fia wfjL<f>iKov irvpi, 
fj Orjterbv &aa> <f>dayavov Bi 9 ijiraTOS, 
380 triytj 86/jlovs ela/Saa 9 Xv 9 earpcorai X^go?. 

Valckenaer and Pierson have not been followed by subsequent critics in consid- 
ering the line in place at 41 rather than here. It is the scholium upon the line in this 
place which has given difficulty: 

&Be *a\w9 tcelrat. AI£u/ao9 arj/jLeiovrcu Sri tcatc&s oi vwo/cpiTal Taaaovaiv: — hrl t&p 
Bvo to "aiyr) &6fiovs eiaftaaa*" icavaao fj a<f>d^a> avrov? (Schwartz). E (=Parisianus 
2712) reads hrl t&v (3f. A Venetian edition of the sixteenth century, whose scholia 
are often based on those of E, reads hrl t&v Bvolv (Dindorf, VII, p. 82, 5, ftote). 
Kirchhoff emends to hrl roiv Bvoiv. Elmsley (ad vs. 373) says: "Nescio quid sig- 
nificat hrl t&v f¥." Dindorf (Euripides, VII, ad loc.) punctuates as follows: &8e 
/ca\&s Keirai. AtSv/iO? arffuiovrai om kolkw oi inrotcpiral Taaaovaiv hrl t&v Bvo to " aiyj) 
Bdfiovs elafiaaa" tavern rj a<f>dj;a> avrovs. With this phrasing iirl r&v Bvo is made to 
refer to the two alternatives tcavaa> rj <T<f>di;co. This interpretation is impossible, aiyjj 
Bdfiovs eiafJOaa refers of course only to the one line immediately preceding it, and 
there never has been any valid objection to its appropriateness in connection with that 
line. J. van Leeuwen (Commentatio de Antigona Sophoclea) punctuates: A/Su/w 
.... Taaaovaiv. — hrl t&v Bvo to aiyy Bofiovs elafiaaa, xavaa> r) a<f>d£<D ainov\. This 
makes the sentence MBvfto*; .... rdaaovaiv contradict the words which directly pre- 
cede (&Be xaX&s xeirai) without an adversative particle, at the same time leaving hrl 
r&v Bvo quite without connection. Furthermore, both of these readings necessitate the 
assumption that the line in question was, in the opinion of Didymus, in place else- 
where, but an interpolation here — an assumption which can hardly be entertained. 
Nor does it explain the scholium at vs. 356. 

Verrall (Medea, ad vs. 379) offers an emendation based on the fact that the line 
in question is also found at vs. 41. He says, after quoting the scholium : " hrl t&p 
Bvo is a corruption of the reference to the interpolation ; if the text of the prologue 
agrees with that of Didymus, which there is no reason to doubt, it should be hrl r£ /*', 

* Mb. Vkrball (Medea, ad 356) objects to Nauck's inter- of the word, as equivalent to " give as a reading," " cite," 

pretation of the word +tfp« (c/. Nauck, EuripideUche Stu- which is of course what Nauck means. Compare, in the 

dien, I, p. 118) : " Uebrigens kannte Didymus, wie wir ans hypothesis to the Rhctu* (Schwabtz, Scholia in Euripiden* 

den Scholien wissen, nach 356 noch einen Vers." "The 11,324,10): vp&eyot W fttrroi <Mporrai; ibid., L 12: Ircrtott 

scholium merely says," contends Mr. Verrall, " M*i . . . . , W rwr arrtypa+«*r ervptfe tcc t tf p c r a 4 vp&oyoc ; also scholium 

that is, Didymus bring* or transfer* the line to this place, ad Hec., 13 (Schwartz, I, p. 13) : iv nirroi foit imyp&+*it 

not says that he found it there." But I submit that readers " V ♦ rfp t t « i «<u *otri) arayrwaic )r. 
of scholia will find themselves quite familiar with this use 
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'at line 40.' For the position of the note and the nature of the case show that the 
observation of Didymus referred to both 879-80, which correspond to 40 and 41. 
The cause of the corruption is the resemblance in cursive writing of /*' (reaaapcucovra) 
and /*', one form of 0' (&vo). n 

This, however, involves Mr. Verrall in a misinterpretation of the important scho- 
lium on vs. 856, of which he says (ad vs. 356): "I submit that this scholium must 
have slipped to the wrong line and belongs in reality at 380." Now, a right under- 
standing of both scholia, which I think can be attained, will convince one that both 
are now in their proper place and that they are to be interpreted with reference to 
each other. We shall also find good reason to conclude that vs. 41 was not in Didymus's 
manuscript; and, if it was not there, of course he did not refer to it 

Von Arnim (Medea, ad 879), if I understand his meaning, interprets hrl r&v Svo 
as equivalent to "in two places," t. e., at vs. 40 and at vs. 356 — which is not the Greek 
way of expressing that idea. 

Finally Evald Bruhn (Lacubrationes Euripideae, p. 249, note) confesses that he 
does not understand this phrase : "Numero autem binario id significari in codicibus 
et post 879 et post 40 legi versum de quo agimus fortasse recte suspicor ; eum tamen 
sensum elicere e verbis hrl r&v Bvo non possum." The first part he understands still 
less: "Scribendum fortasse est: AiSvuw; <(&^ arj^covrac. Didymus enim qui post 
856 legi ilium versum iubeat, aperte dissideat ab eo qui scribit &Se scaXok mitcli" But 
we shall see that the two phrases do not contradict each other and that a & would be 
out of place. Besides, we can hardly credit a critic like Didymus with the notion that 
these verses would be in place at 356. 

We have seen how the interpretations hitherto offered have failed to explain the 
difficult questions which have been asked, namely: (1) What is the meaning of the 
scholium on 879 ? (2) How is this scholium connected with that on 356 ? (3) Why 
is Didymus silent about the occurrence of the line at 41, while he comments on it upon 
its later appearance ? These questions I think will be answered if the following 
interpretation of the troublesome phrase hrl r&v hvo meets with approval. 

Some redactor of the scholia who had access to the notes of Didymus found that 
that famous critic cited the line <r*7J; Sopot* daflaaa after vs. 356, with a note accusing 
the actors of having inappropriately introduced it there (see the scholium on 356 
already quoted). It was to be expected then that, in commenting on the line in its 
proper place, vs. 380, he should express his opinion as to its fitness in the latter 
place — which he does by saying &Se /caXax /ceirai — and, further, should refer to the 
note and citation of Didymus in the preceding place. This reference it is which has 
been corrupted into the meaningless words hrl r&v Svo, and the reference read origi- 
nally hrl t£ Tvff, "at line 352" (t. e., 356, Schwartz). The first step in the corruption 
was probably the loss of the second t, thus : r<prvfi became ripv/3, whence r&v fX. If 
this emendation is correct, the scholium should read thus : &Se fcaXas xeircu. AlSufto? 
<rr)fi€iovTeu irrl kcuc&s oi wrotcpiral rdacowrvv hrl t£ rvf? rb " <riyy 86/jlovs eUrficura" and 
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one might paraphrase it thus: "Here the line is in the proper place (not at 857). 
Didymus marks the line for the reason that the actors are wrong in bringing it into 
the text at 352." At 352 (356, Schwartz) he had already said: "After this line 
Didymus cites the line *iyg 8J/aow, *.r.\., and blames the actors for bringing it into 
the text here, where it is out of place." 

The last clause of the scholium, tcawra> fj <r^a'£a> aurot/?, seems to be a late attempt 
at an explanation of iwl r&v Svo after the corruption had taken place, and as such it is 
to be rejected. Bruhn's theory that it is a paraphrase of vss. 878, 879 is less inviting. 
He says : " Quibus verbis vix opus est moneam novum contineri scholium 878-79 
complectens." {Luc. Eur. y p. 249, note.) 

This emendation gives a natural interpretation to the whole scholium upon vs. 880 
as well as to the one upon vs. 356, which was thought by Elmsley as well as Verrall to 
be out of place. Moreover, Didymus is the ultimate source of both scholia, and the 
question involved in both — that of an actor's interpolation — is the same. This 
naturally leads one to connect the reference in hrl r&v Svo with the corresponding 
scholium upon vs. 356, rather than with vs. 41, of which Didymus seems not even to 
have spoken. Finally, the corruption of hrl t$ tv& to hrl r&v f! is certainly an easier 
one than that which Mr. Verrall assumes. 

Though I do not know of similar references by verse in the scholia of the drama- 
tists, there is sufficient actual manuscript evidence to make us certain that the method 
of citation by verse must have been a common one. Asconius* has at least twenty- 
five references by verse numbers to lines of Cicero ; cf. in Cic. Pis., p. 3, Orelli : circa 
versum LXXX; p. 6 : circa versum a primo CCLXX, etc. In a similar way the 
scholiast of Oribasius 4 refers by crfy 01 to the passages in the works of Galen which 
were the source of the later author's statements. See on Oribasius, IV, p. 532, 24 
(ed. Daremberg), the scholiast's reference to Galen : avo rov g-' rip Oepaireurucrf: is 
irpb a ar(x a>v T °v tcXow. See also the scholia on Oribasius, III, pp. 686, 22 ; 689, 12 ; 
IV, pp. 533, 4 ; 538, 1 ; 534, 6. The last citation reads : airo rov a fiifikfov rip ow6- 
yfreoy; r&v t x* l P 0V Pl 0V l k ^ Vi *v pera to rpirov rov fiifi\(ov, is fiera i arlypvi rr}$ apxfft rov 
ofMoiov tce<f>a\a(ov. Some examples of the same method of reference are found in 
Diogenes Laertius; 5 so, for example, in VII, 188: ra 8' airrd <f>rjat (Xpwwnro?) teal 
iv T(p irepl r&v pi) &i kavra alper&v . . . . , iv hk rip rpirtp irepl hacaiov tcara rois xtXibv? 
arlxovs (= "circa versum millesimum," Wachsmuth) teal rots airoOavdvra^ itrOUiv 
iceXevwv. Similar references occur at VII, 33, and VII, 187. As the above-mentioned 
references are to prose works, they are usually not exact, being modified by some word 
like circa, w, Kara. The implication is, of course, that the works referred to were 
numbered in the ordinary 8 way by the hundred-line measure with the sixteen-sy liable 

* Cf. the discussion by Ritschl, Opuscula, I, pp. 78 ff. « Cf. Fuhr, RheiniscKes Museum, XXXVII (1882), p. 468; 

♦ Cf. Diels, Hermes, XVII (1882), pp. 881 ff. Schanz, Hermes, XVI (1881), p. 900; Christ, Die Atticus- 
6 Cf. Wachsmuth, RheiniscKes Museum, XXXIV (1879), «"%£* dmDmmlkmm; Gbaux, Borne de pKUotogie, U 

p. 99; Schanz, Hermes, XVI (1681), p. 310; Bohdb, Rhemi- * '' pp * W ' 
sches Museum, XXXIV (1879), p. 562, note. 
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hexameter as a basis for the prose line. The line of the epic and drama was, generally 
speaking, a fixed thing, for even the lyrical parts were early arranged by cola, 7 and an 
exact reference to line could therefore be given. 

I know of no other instance in the scholia to the dramatists of a numerical refer- 
ence to the line of a play, nor of such a method of reference in the scholia to the other 
poets. But it certainly would be surprising if the grammarians who made it their 
business to comment upon the dramatists never hit upon this convenient device of 
reference by line, which was used quite freely in prose works. The same device, as 
Mr. Capps* has pointed out, was probably used even by the engraver of the Soteric 
inscription of Delphi of the year 272 B. C. The engraver, it seems, had omitted two 
names from the list of performers (each name forming a line) and added them at the 
end, each preceded by a numeral (El and Fl) referring to the line of the stone after 
which the name had been omitted. This is the earliest instance known, so far as I 
can learn, of the employment of the line-number as a means of reference. 

In accounting for a discrepancy of a few lines, such as one is hereby led to assume 
between the text of the critic who used Didymus's notes, who calls it vs. 352, and 
e. g. Schwartz, who makes it vs. 357, one could hardly contend with confidence that 
the difference represents the number of lines which have been interpolated since the 
scholium was written ; for such an assumption would have to rest upon a much more 
precise knowledge of the colometry of the parodos than we at present possess. Our 
emendation does, however, throw some new light on the state of the manuscript of 
Euripides which Didymus used. In the first place, it proves that the scholium to 
vs. 356, which has often been assumed to be out of place, is in its proper position, and 
that some manuscripts of Didymus read the line (riyfj So/iots €lo-/3aaa y etc., after that 
line. Secondly, by establishing the position and trustworthiness of that scholium, it 
proves that vss. 355, 356, which are thought by Nauck and Prinz-Wecklein to be an 
interpolation, were found in the manuscript of Didymus ; for the scholium reads, as 
we have seen : ov ydp n fyaua?] AtSvpos fxera tovtop <f>ep€L rb " <riyy Sdfiovs k.t.X. ;" 
and, as one could not possibly find any meaning for this line in this place if not con- 
nected with vss. 355, 356, it follows that the latter lines were in the text when Didymus 
wrote his note. One may even add, as a further suggestion, that their presence in so old 
a text argues to some extent for their authenticity. Nauck (Euripideische Studien, 
Medea, p. 118) questions them because they seem to weaken the forceful words which 
precede, and the Prinz-Wecklein edition follows him in rejecting them ; but there is 
no real contradiction in thought, nor do I see any other adequate reason for rejection. 
Finally, we are led to the conclusion that vs. 41 was probably not in the text of 
Didymus; for it is reasonable to assume that, if it had been there, the critic would 
have pronounced judgment upon the appropriateness of the line there, as he evidently 

1 Qf. von WiLAKOwrrz-MoLLBNDOiirF, Herakles, Ii, pp. XXXI (1900), pp. 128 ff. The inscription in question is No. 
140 ff. 2564 in Vol. II, 6, of Collitz's Sammlung der orieehischen 

• Transactions of the American Philological Association, Dialekt-lnseKriften, ed. Baunack. 
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did at 856 and at 380. So, for instance, a scholium on vs. 148 says : touto Si 'AiroX- 
XJ&ppo? t^9 Mty&Ai? (fyqaiv .... rois 8 y inro/cpira^ avy/cdeiv, and at the end of the 
alleged confusion (vs. 169) the charge is repeated: *AwoX\ii8&pos pht oSf faaip 6 
Ta/xrefc rip aiufufioklas alrfovs elvcu rois vTrotcpcrfc ovyxdovras r£ xopueA rofc vwb lift 
MrjSetas XeyofUvois. 

Now it is generally agreed that vs. 40 must be dealt with in the same way as vs. 
41, since the two are mere repetitions of vss. 879, 380, which are evidently in their proper 
place there. It has already been remarked that Nauck rejects the two following lines 
also; and with good reason. It is quite evident that vss. 42, 43 depend on vs. 40. It 
follows that they were written after the insertion of vss. 40, 41. The whole passage 
in question very inappropriately gives anticipation of the plot, which had not yet 
assumed definite shape. The fears of the nurse concerned the children only (c/. vss. 
86, 98, 105). If the four lines are rejected, the text reads iy$8a T171&, Seipahw rivtv 
Seivif yap. It is quite evident that Seipj is an echo of 8a/ia(pu, and that they are not 
to be separated. Euripides frequently uses this very effective balance; cf. Orest y 
102-3, SOouca .... Savw yap ; Phoen., 269-70, <jx>&ovficdai . ... yap Setvd ; Orest, 
1519-20, Seivbv .... Se&oucas. Now, as we have found good reason for the belief 
that Didymus (whose text was probably better than ours) did not have vs. 41, and as 
the four lines 40-43 are of a kind, and from the same source, we have an additional 
argument for their rejection. We may safely date them as post-Didymean. 

I cannot agree, however, with Dindorf (Euripides, VII, p. 266 ; he is followed 
by Prinz-Wecklein), who finds here an interpolation of six lines. He says : "Glossator 
non animadvertit interpolatoris fraudem, qui post versum 87 versus intulit sex (fiapeia 
. . . \dfig rivd) quorum quattuor ipse scripsit, duos ex. vss. 379-80 hue rettulit" 
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QUINTUS CICERO 

Geoboe Linooln Hendbickson 
AUTHENTICITY 

It is now just ten years (I write in September, 1902) since I published in the 
American Journal of Philology (Vol. XIII, pp. 200-212) a brief paper in which, as I 
thought, I was able to adduce conclusive evidence of the spuriousness of the Commen- 
tariolitm. Its authenticity had already been called into question on quite inadequate 
evidence by A. Eussner in a Wttrzburg Program of 1872, while Mommsen in the third 
volume of his Staatsrecht of the year 1887 (p. 484 and note) had alluded to the work 
as spurious, but without discussion of reasons for his belief apart from a single example 
of erroneous statement relating to the ordo equester. Eussner's discussion was 
answered at considerable length by Professor Tyrrell, first in Hermathena and later in 
VoL I of his edition of the letters. But while the many trivial arguments of Eussner 
fell an easy prey to the almost indignant pen of Professor Tyrrell, yet it is, I fancy, an 
impartial verdict, that he succeeded in refuting Eussner rather than in defending 
Quintus. 1 

The question is naturally not a burning one, but (apart from private expressions 
of opinion which came to me) in the course of time I noted that my argument had won 
a few adherents, of whom I may name Professor Gudeman in his treatment of "Liter- 
ary Frauds Among the Romans" (Transactions of the Am. Phil. Ass'n, Vol. XXV, p. 
154, note 2), and Dr. L. Gurlitt, the eminent connoisseur of Cicero's letters, in the 
Jahresbericht for 1898 (VoL XXVI, p. 3). But I did not convince Professor Leo, 
who in the course of a discussion of the date of publication of the letters to Atticus, 1 
defended the genuineness of the Commentariolum, nor Schanz, who in the second edi- 
tion of the R&mische Literaturgeschichte still holds to the position originally taken by 
him toward the question. Most recently Dr. J. Ziehen — and his words have impelled 
me to revert to the subject once more — has used this discussion to illustrate the general 
reaction toward a more conservative point of view in the higher criticism of Roman 
literature, 8 assuming that the authenticity of the work in question is now generally 
acknowledged. That such is the case I shall not dispute, but I am stirred to protest 
when this conservative reaction is illustrated by a series of examples which places the 
challenging of the genuineness of the Uommentariolum on a par with the frivolous 

1QT. Lbo, "Die Publication von Cicero's Briefen on *"Echtheitsfragenderromischen Literaturgeschichte, ** 

Atticus," Nachriehten d. k. OetlUchaft d. WU$en»chaften BericMe d. frcicn deuUchen Hochatifte$ zu Frankfurt 

sift GOUingen, phil.-hUL incuse, 1895, pp. 447 ff. "Tyrrell o. Af., 1901. p. 84. I am indebted to Dr. Ziehen himself for 

hat seine Vertheidigung gefuhrt ohne, wie mir scheint, den a copy of his valuable paper, with the general tendency 

Kern der Sache su treffen." and results of which I am in fuU accord. 
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doubts of the early nineteenth century concerning the orations against Catiline, the 
orations post rediturn and the pro Marcello. The considerations advanced by Wolf, 
and especially by his German and Dutch emulators, against any of these orations were 
never more than of a most general character — suspicions of the presence of bombast, 
declamatory rhetoric, and the magister umbraticus. Of definite relations to other 
works of literature, which would reveal the pillager, examples were not shown. 

Now in regard to the Commentariolurn I would carefully eliminate so far as pos- 
sible all considerations of a vague or general character, and so throw over voluntarily 
much, or rather most, that Eussner advanced. I would let the question rest upon a 
comparison of resemblances with literature of a time subsequent to the date at which 
the treatise purports to have been written, that is, subsequent to the middle of 
the year 64, the earliest date which can be assigned to it, if genuine. Confirma- 
tion of this result I shall then endeavor to point out from a study of the rhetorical 
form and style of the treatise. Although all scholars who have discussed this question 
concede the relationship of certain passages of the Commentariolurn to the oration in 
Toga Candida (delivered just before the consular election of 64), and assume that Marcus 
Cicero borrowed from the recent campaign document of Quintus, yet I will reproduce 
them here for the sake of affording a complete list of the most essential parallels. 

Of Antonius we read, Com. 8 : vocem audivimus iurantis se Romae iudicio aequo 
cum homine Qraeco certare non posse. And in a fragment of the oration in Tog. Cand., 
preserved by Asconius (edition of Kiessling and SchOll), p. 74, 26: qui in sua civitate 
cum peregrino negavit se iudicio aequo certare posse. 

Concerning the death of M. Marius at the hands of Catiline, Com. 10: quid ego 
nunc dicam peter e eum consulatum, qui hominem carissimum populo Romano, M. 
Marium, inspectante populo Romano .... vivo stanti collum gladio sua dextera 
secuerit, .... caput sua manu tulerit. In Tog. Cand. p. 78, 10: populum vero, 
cum inspectante populo collum secuit hominis maxime popularis, quanti faceret 
ostendit: and ibid., p. 80, 22: caput etiam turn plenum animae et spiritus ad Syllam 
.... manibus ipse suis detulit. 

Of these passages and of a number of other rather striking points of contact 
between the two works Bttcheler says, p. 9: "et haec quidem aliaque de Antoni 
praediis proscriptis, de Catilinae stupris, de Africa provincia, de testium dictis ao 
iudicio etiam si pariter uterque vel tractavit vel elocutus est, tamen quod temporum 
rerumque aut necessitate id factum est aut opportunitate, mutuatum esse alteram non 
liquet." But concerning the two following passages he assumes that Marcus borrowed 
consciously from the recent letter of Quintus. 

Com. 10: qui nullum in locum tarn sanctum ac tam religiosum accesserit in quo 
non etiam si aliis culpa non esset, tamen ex sua nequitia dedecoris suspicionem 
relinqueret. In Tog. Cand., p. 82, 3 (a passage which Asconius refers to a charge of 
incest with the vestal Fabia) : cum ita vixisti ut non esset locus tam sanctus quo non 
adventus tuus etiam cum culpa nulla subesset crimen adferret. This the reading of 
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the lemma: Asconius in his comment (ibid., vs. 8) gives etiam si, etc., as in the Com. 
It is, I suppose, the cautious phraseology etiam si aliis culpa non esset which Bdcheler 
means that Marcus found worth reproducing with etiam cum (si) culpa nulla subesset. 
As for the rest, Cicero had already used a similar phrase of Verres (I, 62): ecquo 
in oppido pedem posuit ubi non plura [stuprorum fiagitiorumque suorum] adventus 
sui vestigia reliqueritt 

Com. 12: guts enim reperiri potest tarn improbus civis, qui velit una suffragio 
duos in rem publicam sicas destringeret In Tog. Cand., p. 83, 20 (which Asconius 
prefaces with the words dicit de malts civibus): qui posteaquam illo (quo) conati 
erant Hispaniensi pugiunculo nervos incidere civium Romanorum non potuerunt, 
duos uno tempore conantur in rem publicam sicas destringere. 

It is perhaps worth noting, but scarcely of any significance for our question, that 
these four passages of most striking resemblance between the Commentariolum and 
the oration in Toga Candida occur in the same sequence in both works. Concerning 
this last example a significant point has been overlooked. In the first place the 
antithesis of uno suffragio with duas sicas destringere falls out of the figure in 
puerile fashion, which is not the case with Marcus's very natural phrase duas uno tem- 
pore sicas destringere. But furthermore — and this to my thinking is a decisive 
consideration — the essential antithesis in the oration is not between duas sicas and 
uno tempore, but between the Spanish stiletto (Hispaniensi pugiunculo), 9 which had 
failed to cut the sinews of the state, and the two daggers (sicas) which the same citizens 
were now attempting to draw. In the Commentariolum the metaphor is launched 
abruptly, in trivial antithesis to uno suffragio, with rather frigid effect ; in the frag- 
ment of the in Toga Candida the whole phrase duas in rem publicam sicas distringere 
is the natural outgrowth of and antithesis to the preceding metaphor Hispaniensi 
pugiunculo nervos incidere. That is, once given this metaphor, the second is an out- 
growth of the historical relationships, and not a random shot of rhetorical pyrotechnics 
as in the Commentariolum. But it will hardly be questioned, I imagine, that looked 
at per se, the place where the metaphor is most natural and in most organic relation 
to the context is most likely to be the original place of its occurrence. 

Let us now turn to the oration pro Murena, which likewise reveals some striking 
points of contact with the Commentariolum. Some of the most essential parallels were 
pointed out by Eussner, along with many examples of very doubtful character, which 
only served to cast discredit upon his method. To these I added some further examples 
in my former discussion. That there is in them such closeness of resemblance as 
would point decisively to a relationship between the two documents has been denied by 
Tyrrell and Schanz. Leo, however, recognizes them along with the passages of the 
oration in Toga Candida as genuine reminiscences from the work of Quintus.* That 

* Abconiub, toe. cit. : '• Hispaniensem puginnculum Cn. einzelne Wendnngen aus der Schrift des Binders verflochten, 

Pisonem appellat qoem in Hispania occisum dixL" und auch die Rede pro Murena des nachsten Jahros seigt 

*Lac. cit, p. 449: "Dieser (Marcos Cicero) hat in die Anklange an den Brief." 
Bade in TopaCSmuUda bald naohEmplang des Brief es .... 
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some relationship between the two works exists, a comparison such as the following 
mast, I think, convince anyone. Pro Murena, 44: petitorem ego, praesertim consu- 
kctus, magna spe magno animo magnis copiis et in forum et in campum deduct volo 
[Com., 36: magnam affert opinionem, magnam dignitatem cotidiana in dedncendo 
frequentia] ; placet mihi .... persalutatio, praesertim cum iam hoc novo more omnes 
fere domos omnium concur sent [Com., 35: in salutatoribus, qui magis vulgares sunt 
et hac consuetudine quae nunc est pluris veniunt], et ex voltu candidatorum coniec- 
turamfadant quantum quisque animi etfacultatis habere videatur. [Com., 34: nam 
ex ea ipsa copia (assectatorum) coniectura fieri poterit, quantum sis in ipso campo 
virium ac facultatis habiturus]. 

But it is possible, I am convinced, to go farther than merely to point out resem- 
blances. It can be shown that certain ideas and certain expressions in the Commenta- 
riolum are intelligible, or fully intelligible, only in the light of the oration pro 
Murena. In Com., 55 the author admonishes Cicero, in view of the danger of bribery: 
fac . . . . ut intellegas eum esse te qui iudicii ac periculi metum maximum competi- 
toribus afferre possis, fac ut se abs te custodiri atque observari sciant The admo- 
nition concludes with a qualification as follows: atque haec ita nolo te Hits proponere 
ut videare accusationem iam meditari, sed ut hoc terrore facilius hoc ipsum quod agis 
consequare. The words are not likely to strike one as obscure; but it is nevertheless 
not easy to see why Cicero is advised to show his teeth and yet not seem to be on the 
point of bringing them together. It is rather a subtle balance which the words with 
some ineptitude enjoin. Indictments of candidates by each other during the petitio 
on charges of bribery were not unusual, and in this very canvass of 64, had not the 
tribune of the people, Q. Mucins Orestinus, intervened to prevent the passage of a 
lex ambitus aucta etiam cum poena (Asconius in the argument of the oration in 
Tog. Cand., page 74), we might have had a legal action against Catiline and Antonius 
instead of the senatorial speech in Toga Candida. As it was, Cicero used the oppor- 
tunity of a protest against the intercessio of Orestinus to deliver himself of an invective 
against his competitors which could not have differed greatly in moral significance 
from an accusatio. But for some reason, the author of the Commentariolum admon- 
ishes, Cicero must not seem accusationem iam meditari. The explanation of this 
statement is afforded by pro Murena, 43 ff., where at considerable length and with 
much sprightly banter Cicero argues that Sulpicius lost his chance of election by stop- 
ping in the midst of his candidacy to prosecute his opponents for bribery: nescio quo 
pacto semper hoc fit, .... simul atque candidatus accusationem meditari visus est, 
ut honorem desperasse videatur* The author of the Commentariolum has general- 
ized this admonition (atque haec ita nolo te Mis proponere ut videare accusationem 

* My statement above, that Tyrrell denies that the re- probable that Marcus in his speech availed himself of a 
semblances between the Com. and the pro Murena point to reminiscence of his brother's Essay which he had perhaps 
a relationship of any kind between the two documents, ro- been editing very recently." But that this cannot be the re- 
quires correction with reference to this example : " In this lation has been made clear, 
case/' he says (Vol. 12, p. 119 extr.), "it seems to me very 
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iam meditari) from the statement which suited the particular exigencies of Cicero's 
argument in behalf of Murena. 

This same special argument of the pro Murena serves to cast light upon still 
another passage of the Commentariolum, which by itself has afforded not a little diffi- 
culty to editors (52): cura . . . . ut etiam si quapossit ne competitoribus tuis existed 
aut sceleris aut libidinis aut largiiionis accommodata ad eorum mores infamia. The 
question at issue here among the critics is whether ne shall be kept or omitted. Those 
who look upon the text as sound (e. g., Orelli) appeal to the generous admonition of sec. 
40 as a parallel. Bftcheler combats this interpretation vigorously, and with Palermus 
and Gulielmius thinks that ne is inappropriate. He sees in it a corruption of nova, 
and would read accordingly ut si qua possit nova competitoribus existat infamia. 

The text is, however, sound, but it would be a mistake to attribute the thought to 
a generous motive. The presence of the admonition here is closely connected with the 
position which these words occupy as the conclusion of the partitio outlined in 41 — - 
speciem in publico.* This final member is introduced by the words which immediately 
precede the sentence under discussion thus: postremo tota petitio cura ut pompae 
plena sit, ut illustris, ut splendida, ut popularis sit, ut habeat summam speciem ac 
dignitatem, ut etiam, etc. (as above). In what connection with this advice concerning 
brilliancy and splendor of campaign the injunction under consideration (ne competi- 
toribus existat infamia) stands it is not easy to see, nor is it strange that critics have 
found it a block of stumbling. But here again the pro Murena plays the r6le of com- 
mentary to the writer's thought. We have already seen that Cicero tells Sulpicius 
that he revealed his ignorance of the art of campaigning by prosecuting a competitor 
in the course of his canvass. People demand, he says (44), of their candidate an 
appearance of confidence, a brilliant display of resources, etc. (petitorem ego, praeser- 
tim consulatus, magna spe magno animo magnis copiis et in campum et in forum 
deduci volo). But Sulpicius, busy with his prosecution, appeared downcast and 

distracted: (49) teinquirere videbant, tristem ipsum, maestos amicos : Catilinam 

interea alacrem atque laetum, stipatum choro iuventutis, etc., and so, to escape the 
impending success of Catiline, men voted for Murena. In the light of this description 
it becomes clear why the author of the Commentariolum urges in this connection: ut si 
quapossit (possisf) ne competitoribus tuis existat infamia. That is, following the 
suggestion of Cicero's description in the pro Murena, he advises that any notorious 
scandal such as might be looked for from the character of his competitors (accomodata 
ad eorum mores) be not allowed to come to public notice and (by compelling attention) 
transform the brilliancy and dignity of Cicero's campaign into an uninteresting 
prosecution. 

There remains still another passage of the Commentariolum which I believe shows 
even more clearly the dependence of its author upon the pro Murena. I pointed out 
the verbal resemblance in my former article, though at that time I did not discern the 

• On the reading (for tpem in republica of the MSS.) see below, p. 24. 
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full significance of the passage for this question. In pro Murena, 21, Cicero ridicules 
Bulpicius's contention that, haying been at Home engaged in the affairs of the forum, 
he deserved the consulship rather than Murena, who for so many years had been 
absent in the army. After some further development of this theme Cicero reminds 
Sulpicius that the very fact of always being in Borne and in the forum causes people 
to grow tired of one's presence: ista nostra adsiduitas, Servi, nescis quantum infantum 
adferat hominibus fastidii, quantum satietaiis. In his own case, he continues, presence 
had been of advantage, but only by diligent effort had he overcome its disadvantages: 
mihi quidem vchementer expediit positam in oculis esse gratiam; sed tamen ego mei 
satietatem magno meo labore superavi. With unmistakable reminiscence of the same 
phraseology, the author of the Commentariolum says under the caption assiduitas (43): 
prodest quidem vchementer nusquam discedere; sed tamen hicfructus est assiduitatis, 
non solum esse Romae atque inforo, sed assidue petere, etc. In this passage, apart 
from the striking formal resemblances, the reader will discern the whole background 
of Cicero's discussion in the pro Murena — the suggestion that mere presence in Borne 
is not necessarily an advantage (quidem), that the true reward of assiduitas can only 
come to one, as it came to Cicero, by diligent effort The author has generalized for 
the pur|)ose of his argument the exception which Cicero makes in his own case (mihi 
quidem). 1 In this example, as in the preceding one, the text of the Commentariolum 
litis not gone unchallenged. The adversative idea introduced by sed tamen, which is 
jwrtoctly clear in the light of the pro Murena, has caused difficulty, and was trans- 
posed by KuBsnor to the end of the section (after rogatum). 

The resemblances of the Commentariolum to the long first letter of Marcus ad 
Qnintumfratrem are of a somewhat different character from those thus far considered. 
For it is obvious that the totally different subject-matter would not afford to the author 
precepts de pet Mono consulates. The resemblance is generic rather than specific. 
Hut in any theory of the spuriousness of the Commentariolum it must be the most 
natural hy{K)thesis to assume that the letter of Marcus furnished the later rhetorician 
or rhetorical student with the suggestion of an epistolary suasoria of similar kind. 
No one can read the two works side by side without feeling a certain relationship 
between thorn, and yet in the matter of detailed resemblances there is nothing of a 
tlccMvc character which can be adduced. In making this statement I should fear that 
1 might Htvm merely to reflect the impression of a prejudiced mind if I could not 
apical to the words of Itachelor on this point, written before the question of authen- 
ticity had boon raised (\\ 10): "Marcus par pari quodam modo rettulit missa ad 
f rat nun opiatula praoolara 1, 1 % quae cum in genere scribendi .... proxume ad 
commciitnriohim hoc acccdat, turn singula habet adsimilia velut ibi quae leguntur §37 

' That rWfttN* treatment of the mutter in the pro IT* I wooM note farther in tkis connection that T?deman 

»**.» art** fmm t he )*rt teular eir*um*tan<*« of In* re* finds the relationship b m im (W. 37 and pro Mwrrma, TO 

\s\ hAiul «eem« to haw been noted al*> hy TVdetaan, " la mi ckw, that Marcus "aonc Qninti loonm oralis piopori- 

\). CtetnwU de pet, <s*n* lihntm adaotatuv" Ueydea* W»: tarn nabafes* tfdeatw" ip. S3). 
" Nee m« <tuend* e*t 0U axxuluitatU »atietas *uam <\»«**» 
***** *m»» « tfiMf** Cieero M*rt« M 
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admodum concinunt cum Quinti sententia § 39." The passages are as follows: (Cicero 
says that the only exception he hears to the praise of Quintus touches his proneness to 
anger): non suscipiam ut quae de iracundia did solent a doctissimis hominibus ea 
nunc tibi exponam. And a little further on: neque ego nunc hoc contendo .... 
mutare animum .... sed te Mud admoneo, etc. Compare Com., 39: non est huius 
temporis perpetua Ma de hoc genere disputatio, quibus rebus benivolus et simulator 
diiudieari possit; tantum est huius temporis admonere. 

In the oration pro Caelio, after reviewing the charges which had been made 
against Caelius of impiety toward his father and of having won the disapprobation of 
his fellow-townsmen, Cicero refutes them by the presence and the grief of Caelius's 
parents and municipales, and concludes: videor mihi iecisse fundamenta defensionis 
meae, quae firmissima sunt si nituntur iudicio suorum. The author of the Commen- 
tariolum at the beginning of the second main division of the treatise (16) discusses 
the significance for Cicero's canvass of the studia amicorum, a topic which is then 
analyzed at considerable length. After pointing out that the term amicus is of wider 
application in the petitio than in the rest of life, he says we must nevertheless remem- 
ber that the friendships which depend upon natural ties of blood and affinity, or any 
relationship, are of first importance. The situation, it will be seen, is analogous to 
that set forth in the passage of the oration pro Caelio, cited above. The concluding 
words of both passages are here set side by side. Pro Cael., 6: ab his fontibus pro- 
fluxi ad hominum famam et meus hie forensis labor vitaeque ratio dimanavit ad 
existimationem hominum paulo latius commendatione ac iudicio mcorum. Com., 17: 
nam fere omnis sermo ad forensem famam a domesticis emanat auctoribus. The 
similarity of the two passages in relation to the general argument of both works, the 
identity in thought, and such verbal resemblances as famam, forensis, dimanavit 
[emanat), lead me to believe that we have here a genuine reminiscence of Cicero.* 

But more striking than resemblances to words of Cicero, though not more decisive 
for proving the later origin of the work, are two passages, which I pointed out before, 
containing reminiscences from Horace and from Publilius Syrus respectively. I 
revert to them again for the sake of making my list of significant resemblances com- 
plete, and to add a further consideration which was overlooked before. Horace, Serm., 
I, 3, 58: [Bene sanus ac non incautus (61)] hie fugit omnis || insidias nullique malo 
lotus obdit apertum, \\ cum genus hoc inter vitae versetur ubi acris || invidia atque 
vigent ubi crimina. Com., 54: video esse magni consilii atque artis in tot hominum 
cuiusque modi vitiis tantisque versantem vitare offensionem vitare fdbulam vitare 
insidias. That esse magni consilii atque artis is the essential equivalent of bene 

* The resemblances between Com., 9 and de Har. Resp., such biographical summaries of invective (Verr. Ill, 63; 

42, 1 have not repeated from my former article, because the IV, 126). 

relationship is probably not a direct one. I suspect that I would add here another parallel to which, however, 

the oration in Toga Cand. contained a review of the life of I attach no particular significance. Com., 2: ita jaratus 

Catiline, similar to the passage of the de Har. Reap, di- ad dicendum venito, quasi in singulis causis indicium de 

rected against Clodius, and that the passage of the Com. omni ingenio futurum sit. With this compare de Or., I, 

is derived from the former of these. Cicero has many 125: quotient enim dicimus totiens de nobis iudicatur. 

77 



10 The Commentabiolum Petitionis Attributed to Q. Cicero 

sanus ac non incautus may perhaps appear more plainly from the Horatian designa- 
tion of the names which malice gives to discretion (ibid., 61): pro bene sano ac nan 
incauto fictum [artis] asiutumque [consilii] vocamus. But it is not only the fact of 
parallelism which leads me to think that this is a conscious reminiscence of Horace: 
the introductory formula video esse is the author's acknowledgment of a reminiscence 
which he could not expect to pass unobserved. This use of video is one of the most 
constant forms of introduction for a quotation, an appeal to authority, or an example 
based on literary evidence. For example, de Leg., U, 8: hanc video sapientissirnorum 
fuisse sententiam. Or., 67 : video visum esse nonnullis, and many others. 

The reminiscence from Publilius Syrus is found in Com., 45: Mud difficilius 

(est) .... quod facer e non possis, ut id iucunde neges Cum id petitur quod 

.... promittere non possumus .... belle negandum est .... Audivi hoc dicere 
quendam de quibusdam oratoribus ad quos causam suam detulisset, graiiorem sibi 
orationem eius fuisse qui negasset quam illius qui recepisset. With this compare 
Publilius Syrus, Sententiae (ap. Gellium, 17, 14): pars benefici est quod petitur si 
belle neges. There can be no doubt it seems to me that the passage of the Comrnen- 
tariolum presents a paraphrase of the Senientia of Publilius, in which the point of 
the original saying appears first in the form iucunde neges, but is betrayed a moment 
later by belle negandum; while it will not escape notice that pars benefici of Publilius 
is paraphrased by gratiorem sibi orationem, etc. Furthermore, in a manner somewhat 
similar to the use of video esse in the reminiscence from Horace above, audivi here 
affords a sort of acknowledgment of the borrowed phrase, which the writer could not 
expect to pass unnoticed. The juxtaposition belle negare does not seem to occur else- 
where, and our passage may serve to defend the text of Publilius as presented by the 
MSS. of Gellius (reading velle). As early as the time of Macrobius cito neges formed 
the conclusion of the line and became the vulgate reading. 

In view, therefore, of these resemblances I do not hesitate to reaffirm my convic- 
tion that the Commentariolum is the work of some rhetorical student, who chose the 
epistolary form in which to write a suasoria which should be a counterpart to Cicero's 
first letter ad Quint umfratr em. As was natural, he made use primarily of the orations 
of Cicero which bore most directly on his theme — of the oration in Toga Candida for 
his invective against Catiline and Antonius, and of the oration pro Murena for pre- 
cepts de petitione consulafus. In one instance as we have seen (p. 5) he reproduced 
from the oration in Toga Candida the second part of a continued metaphor (duos in 
rem publicam sicas destringere), overlooking the fact that it had significance only in rela- 
tion to the part preceding (H ispaniensi pugiunculo .... nervos incidere). Fresh from 
the reading of the pro Murena, he not unnaturally incorporated into his treatise some 
ideas and expressions which are only intelligible in the light of that speech, and these 
instances afford the most conclusive proof of the spuriousness of the work. The letter 
was not, of course, meant as a forgery — it was merely a rhetorical exercise, and in the 
concluding words one can still seem to detect the deferential tone of a pupil asking for 
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criticism of his master, and commending in modest words the earnestness of his pur- 
pose: si quid mutandum esse videbitur aut omnino tollendum, aut si quid erit prae- 
teritum, velim hoc mihi dicas; volo enim hoc commentariolum petitionis haberi omni 
ratione perfectum. 9 But, as being an exercise and not a deliberate literary forgery, 
no care was taken to avoid anachronism in the use of the material. In lexicography 
and grammatical usage the language points to a relatively early date, but this cannot 
afford the slightest ground of objection to the conclusion that the work is spurious, as 
Schanz urges. We know from the elder Seneca that only a few years after the death 
of Cicero declaimers were busy with suasoriae which dealt with his career, and 
Asconius tells us of spurious orations which purported to be the replies of Catiline and 
Antonius to the oration in Toga Candida. 

RHETORICAL FORM 

It is a commonplace of text-criticism that we are not justified merely in rejecting, 
no matter how grave the suspicion which we may cast upon the text called into ques- 
tion ; we must advance a step farther and account for the presence of the interpolation. 
A similar demand is made of higher criticism, although in the present case it would 
seem to be met adequately by the general suggestion outlined above, of a rhetorical 
exercise which should be the counterpart of ad Quintum fratrem, I, 1. But inasmuch 
as this does not seem to have conveyed to some of the adherents of authenticity a 
satisfactory explanation of the theory of origin, it will not perhaps be superfluous at 
this point to indicate more accurately the rhetorical source and the literary affinities of 
the Commentariolum. 

Ziehen, in the paper cited above (p. 3), says: "den Zweck dieser Rhetoren- 
falschung .... vermGgen wir nicht recht zu erkennen" (p. 84). To these words 
Gurlitt (Jahresbericht, Vol. 109, 1901, p. 16) replies: "den Zweck einer Schulubung, 
einer Suasorie, unter denen das consilium dare bekanntlich zu den beliebtesten Themata 
gehGrte." Gurlitt's words I quote gratefully as giving the true name and classification 
to the work in the exercises of the rhetorical schools. To be sure the suasoriae which 
the elder Seneca describes (and which will occur to the reader moat naturally as 
specimens of this form) are, in the situations which they present, of a somewhat 
different character. They show us Alexander or Cicero, for instance, deliberating 
between two alternative plans, or lines of conduct (deliberat Alexander an Oceanum 
naviget; deliberat Cicero an Antonium deprecetur), the one or the other of which is 
urged by the advisers who deliver the suasoriae. In none of them is advice given 
concerning the attainment of a concrete end. Nevertheless the purpose, consilium dare, 
is the same as that which underlies the 'Commentariolum. The field was obviously 
wide, and that the material might assume many forms, Quintilian observes (III, 8, 15) : 
nam et consultantium et consiliorum plurima sunt genera. 

• In one other case the conscious pnpil seems to peer through (49) : ae nevidear aberratae a distribution* mea qui 
hate in hoc populari parte petitionis diiputem, hoe ttquor. 
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The pars delibcrativa says Qnintilian (ibid., 6) quae eadem suasoria dicitur 
.... officiis constat duobus suadendi ac dissuadendi; its goal as defined conven- 
tionally by the rhetoricians is utilitas, a conception which Qnintilian finds too narrow 
and to which he adds honestas, especially in the quaestio inter utile atque honestum 
(ibid., 24). With reference to arrangement the suasoria requires only a brief 
prooemium, if any be used at all (etiam cum prooemio utimur, breviore tamen ei velut 
quodam capite tantum et initio debemus esse contenti) ; a narratio is likewise unneces- 
sary in a matter of private deliberation — quia nemo ignorat id de quo consulit (ibid., 
10). 

Into this rhetorical framework the Commentariolum falls without constraint. 
Cicero is bidden to deliberate on the circumstances of his petitio (2): prope cotidie 
tibi ad forum descendenti meditandumst; and the writer offers the results of his own 
reflections (quae mihi veniebant in mentem dies ac noctes de petitione tua cogitanti) in 
the form of admonition to or warning against certain lines of conduct. Of technical 
language, apart from that which has just been cited, which reveals the' author's con- 
sciousness of the rhetorical form which he is using, one may note (46): Mud atterum 
((tit false promittasy) subdurum tibi homini Platonico suadere, sed tamen tempori 
consulam. (27) : hoc quod ego te hortor, etc. (39) : tantum est huius temporis admonere 
(cf Emporius de deliberativa materia, Halm, p. 572, 15: suasio est ... . admonendi 
causa). Utilita* as the goal of the writer's admonition appears constantly in 
phraseology of every kind ; the frequent use of adiuvare and prodesse may be noted 
especially (e. g., in sees. 4-6). In some cases the quaestio inter utile atque honestum 
is raised and answered without hesitation in favor of the former; as for instance in the 
example cited above : sed tempori consulam, where see the whole context 45-48. Cf. also 
such examples as 42: opus est blanditia, quae etiamsi vitiosa et turpis in cetera vita, 
tamen in petitione necessaria est; and 25: potes honeste (in petitione), quod in cetera 
vita non queas, etc. Practically all the utterances in the Commentariolum which may 
be classed as exhorting to dishonorable conduct belong in this category, and we shall 
judge them less harshly if we remember that they follow a conventional precept of the 
genus deliberativum (v. Qnintilian, loc. cit, 41 and 42). The end, in short, must 
justify the means, and the author of our treatise thought not otherwise (56): et plane 
sic contende omnibus nervis ac fcumltaiibus ut adipiscamur quod petimus (cf. 
Quintilian, loc. cit, 34: videndum quid consecturi simus et per quid; ut aestimari 
possit plus in eo quod petimus sit commodi an vero in eo per quod petimus incom- 
modi). In arrangement the Commentariolum corresponds to Qnintilian 's rule cited 
above, in that it has a very brief prooemium, from which it passes over immediately to 
the tractatio: narrationem vero numquam exigit privata deliberatio (Quint., Ill, 8, 
10). It is to be said, however, that the first topic of the tractatio in a manner supplies 
the place of a narratio, as is explained below. 

This question of the relation of our treatise to rhetorical theory may be con- 
cluded with the following observations, which afford us a glimpse into the very work- 
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shop of the rhetorician. In introducing the question of the material of the suasoria 
Quintilian pleads for a wider range than his predecessors had admitted, and begins his 
treatment thus (loc. cit., 15): quare in suadendo et dissuadendo tria primum spec- 
tanda erunt: quid sit de quo deliberetur, qui sint qui deliberent, qui sit qui suadeat 
It is with reference to this precept that our author distributes his matter in the opening 
of the treatise proper as follows (2): civitas quae sit, cogita, quid petas [ = quid sit 
de quo deliberetur], qui sis [=qui sint qui deliberent]. After thus making recogni- 
tion of the fundamental considerations of the pars suasoria, this abstract rhetorical 
formula is repeated in reverse order with the special conditions of the particular case 
filled in: ad forum descendenti meditandumst : novus sum [qui sis], consulatum pcto 
[quid petas], Roma est [civitas quae sit]. The merit which the writer claims for his 
performance lies not in any originality of suggestion, but in this methodical analysis 
and arrangement of the matter in accordance with rule (1) : ut ea quae in re dispersa 
atque infinita viderentur esse ratione et distributione sub uno aspectu ponerentur. 

That of Quintilian's threefold division the member qui sit qui suadeat is here lack- 
ing, is most natural. For whatever might be said of the qualifications of the writer to 
give advice, or in justification of his doing so, would belong to a preface or epilogue (as 
we shall see in a parallel example below), and not to the advice itself. In the situation 
which the Commentariolum presents the topic is sufficiently covered by allusion to 
fraternal affection as the author's motive for writing (amore nostro non sum alienum 
arbitratus, in the preface). Of the three divisions into which the tractatio is thus 
distributed, the third, Roma est, is treated very briefly at the end (54-6). The whole 
emphasis lies upon the other two divisions, and especially.upon the second {consulatum 
peto), which really forms the essential tractatio and justifies the author's designation 
of his work as a commentariolum petitionis. I suspect, however, that the writer 
having in mind a threefold analysis of the pars suasoria such as Quintilian presents, 
and being unable to use the rubric qui sit qui suadeat as a part of his argument, cast 
about for a third member which should take the place of it. He found it perhaps in 
such a precept of the genus deliberativum as Cicero presents in de Oratore, II, 
337: ad consilium de re publica dandum caput est nosse rem publicam: that 
is, civitas quae sit cogita. In further confirmation of this suggestion I would quote 
the words which follow in Cicero: ad dicendum vero probabiliter nosse mores civitatis, 
qui quia crebro mutantur genus quoque orationis est saepe mutandum. With this 
compare the following passage from the treatment of the topic in the Commentariolum 
(54) : video esse magni consilii atque artis .... esse unum hominem accommodatum 
ad tantam morum ac sermonum etc voluntatum varietatem; quare etiam atque etiam 
perge tenere istam viam quam institisti, excelle dicendo. (A suggestion of this third 
topic is contained in Quintilian (loc. cit.) in allusion to the passages of the de Oraiore 
just cited; Cicero .... duo esse praecipue nota voluit, vires civitatis et mores.) 

The Commentariolum is therefore a suasoria composed in accordance with the 
precepts of rhetorical theory. A classical and genuine model of the type in epistolary 
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form is afforded by the letter of Cicero ad Quintum fratrem to which frequent allusion 
has been made. But in spite of generic resemblance it reveals a somewhat different 
character; for the advice given is of a more general ethical nature (protreptic or parae- 
netic) than practical and with reference to the attainment of a concrete end. 10 Still more 
essentially they differ in this respect, that the letter of Marcus is truly epistolary and 
maintains throughout a vital relationship with the personality of the one addressed. 
In form it conserves the freedom of an epistle and is wholly absolved from the con- 
straint of a rhetorical formula. It is impossible, for instance, to detect in it any regard 
for rhetorical precepts such as govern the arrangement of the Commentariolum. 

For closer parallels in this respect we must descend to the plane on which, as I 
have explained above, the Commentariolum seems to me to belong — to the declamatory 
literature of the schools, written under the impersonation of an historical name and 
situation (prosopopoeias). 11 Of this kind there are two quasi-epistolary documents 
which I would cite as closely analogous in conception and technique to our letter: 
the two pseudo-Sallustian treatises ad Caesarem senem de re publico. They are 
edited by Jordan (3d ed., pp. 139-52) as incerti rhetoris suasoriae — a classification 
which requires no justification. The second is an epistle, as perlectis litteris in 12, 1, 
shows; that the first on the other hand is an oratio, as Jordan inscribes it, the form 
does not seem to me to indicate conclusively. 12 It is, however, a matter of no vital 
importance, for the second with its fervid epilogue shows how little check the epistolary 
form imposed upon the style. The arrangement of matter in both is essentially the 
same; for illustration the first will suffice. It consists of a prooemium (1) setting 
forth the duty of all to give CaBsar such advice as each one finds possible ; a brief nar- 
ratio (2) setting forth the situation, for the instruction of the declaimer's audience, 
rather than for the benefit of Caesar (c/. Quintilian, above, p. 12), a tractatio (3-8, 6) 
with twofold division de hello atque pace, and a brief epilogue (8, 7). 

The tractatio is introduced thus: igitur quoniam tibi victori de hello atque pace 
agitandum est, .... de te ipso primum, qui ea compositurus es, quid optimum factu 
sit existuma. Although the writer here begins with the topic de te ipso, the division 
concludes with the words (5, init.) : de hello satis dictum. That is the topic qui sit 
qui deliberet (Quintilian, supra) is merged with a portion (sc. de hello) of the topic 
quid sit de quo deliberetur. This latter division is made especially prominent in 
introducing the second part (5) : de pace firmanda, quoniam tuque et omnes tui agitatis, 
primum id, quaeso, considera quale sit de quo consultas. The epilogue (8, 7) sum- 
marizes the two preceding topics of the genus deliberativum (quae rei publicae 

M On the distinction see Syrian U9 in Walz, IV, 763 (cited limae videntur prosopopoeias in quibus ad reliquum 

by Vol km ann, Rhetorik, p. 294). That the letter of Cicero euasoriae laborcm accedit etiam permmae difflcultcu. The 

belongs to the general category may be shown in rather an ordinary nuuoria advised Cicero, for instance, bat without 

interesting way by comparison with the typical specimen of definition of the person of the adviser, 
the eirtoroAij 9vp0ovAcvTi«i} which is contained in the pseodo- lo _ , , M , . ... .... - 

Den,etri.» ^.. «™W (Hercher, p. S, section 11). Th, »^?J~™ °-f- Z^JZ^J, T^l^ 



resemblance in argument to ad Quint, frat., I, 1, is note- 
worthy. 

11 Cf. Quintilian, III, 8, 49: ideoque longe mihi difflcil- 



sume, set forth in his treatise De 9%taaorii$ ad Ctsearem 
senem de re publica (Berlin, 1868), which 1 1 
inaccessible to me. 
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necessaria [de quo deliberetur] tibique gloriosa [qui deliberet] ratus sum, quam 
paucissimis apsolvi) and turns briefly to the third, qui sit quisuadeat, in the succeeding 
words: nonpeius videtur pauca nunc de facto meo dissever e. The background of 
rhetorical theory which governs the arrangement of the matter is the same as in the 
Commentariolum. As there the topic qui sit qui suadeat was touched on but slightly 
in the preface {amove nostro non sum alienum arbitratus ad te perscribere), so 
in the first suasoria ad Caesarem it is alluded to briefly in the conclusion. 

In the second suasoria the author sets forth in the prooemium his qualifications 
for giving advice (the topic we have just considered), but has no thought of finding 
anything which would not occur to Caesar himself (quod non cogitanti tibi in promptu 
sit). His only hope is to come to the assistance of Caesar amidst the distracting cares 
of military and public life: sed inter labor es militiae inter que proelia victorias impe- 
rium statui admonendum te de negotiis urbanis (2, 2). The excuse of the impersonator 
of Quintus Cicero for addressing Marcus is the s&me. He does not expect to suggest 
anything new (non ut aliquid ex his novi addisceres, sec. 1), nor does he arrogate 
to himself superior knowledge; he would only undertake what Cicero has not leisure 
for (epilogue): haec sunt quae putavi non melius scire me quam te, sedfacilius his 
tuis occupationibus colligere unum in locum posse et ad te perscripta mittere. 

It is noteworthy that in both the suasoriae ad Caesarem the tractatio consists of 
a twofold division of the topic quid sit de quo deliberetur, which is, however, different 
in each: in I, de bello atque pace, as we have seen; in II it is introduced thus (5): 
in duas partes ego civitatem divisam arbitror, sicut a maioribus accepi, in patres et 
plebem. In the Commentariolum, I have observed above, there is no regular narratio; 
the tractatio begins at once with the topic qui sis-novus sum. But it will be seen on 
a perusal of this first section that in setting forth the subsidia novitatis — the friends 
on whom Cicero may rely, the character of his opponents, etc. — the author has put 
the reader in possession of the main features of the situation. The tractatio proper there- 
upon occupies the large central portion of the treatise (16-54) and (as in the suasoriae 
ad Caesarem above), divides the rhetorical topic quid sit de quo deliberetur (quid 
petas) into two divisions (16) : petitio magistratuum divisa est in duarum rationum 
diligentiam, quarum altera in amicorum studiis altera in populari voluntate ponenda 
est The transition from the studia amicorum to the popularis voluntas is made 
in 41, as follows: quonium de amicitiis constituendis satis dictum est, dicendum est de 
ilia altera parte petitionis quae in populari ratione versatur. Compare with this the 
transition at the beginning of the second division in the second suasoria ad Caesarem 
(10, init.) : nunc quoniam, sicut mihi videor, de plebe rcnovanda corrigendaque satis 
disserui, de senatu quae tibi agenda videntur dicam (cf. also the first, chap. 5, init). 
It will thus be seen that in the conception of a situation (Q. Cicero ad Marcum 
fratrem de petitione consulatus), in the rhetorical arrangement and divisions, in the 
assumed motive for writing, and in the main transitions there is much similarity 
between the Commentariolum and the pseudo-Sallustian suasoriae ad Caesarem senem 
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de re publico. Not less striking are some details of language and treatment A few 
examples will suffice to show the similarity of hortatory forms, which for convenience 
I take from the second ad Caesar em. 4, 4: quo magis tibi etiam atque etiam animo 
prospiciendum est quonam modo rem stabilias communiasque. (Cow., 55: quare 
etiam atque etiam perge tenere istam viam quam institisti). 5, 8: hos ego censeo 
permixtos cum veteribus novos in coloniis constituas. (Com., 18: hos tu homines 
quibuscumque poteris rationibus ut .... tui studiosi sintelaborato). 6,6: quo tibi, 
imperator, maiore curafideique amid et multa praesidia paranda sunt. (Com., 29: 
quam ob rem omnes centurias multis et variis amicitiis cura ut confirmatas habeas). 
8, 3: haec ego magna remedia contra divitias statuo. (Com., 56: atque haec ita nolo 
te illis proponere). 8, 5: si pecuniae decus ademeris, magna ilia vis avaritiae facile 
bonis moribus vincetur. (Com., 30: ex his principes ad amicitiam tuam si adiunxeris, 
per eos reliquam multitudinem facile tenebis). 11, 3 : sed quoniam coaequari gratiam 
omnium difficile est, .... sententias eorum a metu libera. (Cow., 55: et quoniam 
in hoc vel maxime est vitiosa civitas .... fac ut, etc.). 

In the treatment of the invective directed against the opponents of Caesar there is 
much which is analogous to the abuse of Cicero's competitors in the Commentariolum. 
Compare the introduction to this section in 8, 6: tibi cum factione nobilitatis haut 
mediocriter certandum est. quoius si dolum caveris, alia omnia inproclivi erunt, with 
the conclusion of the corresponding division of the Com., 12: quare tibi si fades ea 
.... quae debes, non difficile (erif) certamen cum ds competitoribus, etc Of the 
opponents of Caesar, Bibulus Domitius and Cato are the only ones counted worthy of 
special abuse (9, 4): reliqui de factione sunt inertissimi nobiles, in quibus sicut in 
titulo praeter bonum nomen nihil est additamenti (followed by scornful allusions to the 
impotence of Postumius and Favonius). Similarly in the Commentariolum Catiline 
and Antonius are treated as the only significant competitors of Cicero (7): nam P. 
Oalbam et L. Cassium summo loco natos quis est qui petere consulatum putet t vides 
igitur amplissimis exfamiliis homines, quod sine nervis sunt, tibi pared non esse. 
The writer continues: at Catilina et Antonius molesti sunt: immo homininavo .... 
innocenti .... optandi competitores, ambo a pueritia sicarii, etc. With the same 
< T X0t la ^f Cft> * the more important opponents of Caesar are introduced (9, init.): M. 
Bibuli fortitudo atque animi vis in consulatum erupit: hebes lingua, magis malus 
quam callidus ingenio. But see the whole context of both documents for further 
illustration. 

But in spite of many such resemblances in detail it is nevertheless to be said that 
the minuteness of subdivision and of detailed admonition in the Commentariolum is 
not paralleled by the suasoriae ad Caesarem. They move in a larger atmosphere of 
generalities and reveal accordingly more of the recognized traits of the declamatory 
exercise. But in excuse for the absence of detailed suggestions the writer of the 
second suasoria describes what he might have done in words which are (though in a 
different subject-matter) an accurate characterization of what the author of the Com- 
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mentariolum has done. His language may serve as evidence that such a detailed 
treatment of a theme was not alien to the practice of the schools (12, init.) : forsitan, 
imperator, perlectis litteris, desideres quern numerum senatorum fieri placeat, quoque 
modo is in multa et varia officia distribuatur; indicia quoniam omnibus primae classis 
committenda putem, quae discriptio, quei numerus in quoque genere futurus sit. ea 
mihi omnia generatim discribere haud difficile factu fuit. One need only glance 
briefly at the argument of the Commentariolum to see how accurately it has carried 
out the kind of treatment which the author of the suasoria here indicates. For 
example, under the main heading of the tractatio (de studiis amicorum) the author 
analyzes the number and character of those whom Cicero must consider and make 
his friends, and enumerates the duties which must be assigned to each. A single 
precept typical of many will suffice in illustration (Com., 20): fac ut plane eis omni- 
bus (amiois) .... discriptum ac dispositum suum cuique munus sit. 

The foregoing exposition of the literary form of the Commentariolum, and of its 
relationship to undisputed products of the rhetorical schools, should afford, I think, 
an entirely satisfactory theory of origin. That the author was able to maintain the 
. rOle and the situation which he had assumed without serious violation of historical 
truth was due, probably, less to painstaking care to avoid error in this respect, than 
to the security of the subject-matter and the method of its treatment. For, except 
in the first division, which deals with Cicero's competitors, and in which the author 
was able to follow the oration in Toga Candida, there is very little allusion to 
historical personages or events. In one such case our treatise is at variance with 
the statement of Asconius. 1 * In another instance Mommsen (loc. cit., supra, p. 3), 
has noted that a distinction is made (in 33) between the equites proper and the young 
men who are classed with them in the centuriae equitum, which is contrary to Cicer- 
onian usage, and therefore for this period erroneous. But on the whole the writer 
has kept himself so closely to abstract analysis and classification that he has run little 
danger of falling into demonstrable error. 

Though the rhetorical origin of the work might have escaped detection from this 
point of view, yet, as we have seen, its character is revealed by the use of literary 
sources subsequent to the date of the situation assumed. But not less clearly I think 
is the rhetorician unmasked in the pedantic division of his matter in accordance with 
the precepts which we find in Quintilian. For it is to be kept in mind that Quintilian 
in designating the three topics to which every deliberation is to be referred does not 
teach that these are to form the outline of the argument. It is merely that a 
contemplation of the subject under deliberation, of the person deliberating, and of the 
person giving advice, shall yield the points of view from which the matter is to be 
treated, and govern the style and tone. Nothing more can have been intended, as 

i* It is with reference to the defence of Q.Gallius, which in a single instance cannot be used for the question of 

according to the Com,, 19 had already been made. Asconius authenticity; for if the Com, is a genuine document the 

p. 78, 29, comments : Q. Gallium, quern po&tca reum ambitus evidence of Asconius must yield to a contemporary witness : 

ds/endtt, signijlcart videtur. But a conflict of testimony if it be spurious, credence must be given rather to Asconius. 
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is shown by the fact that the same considerations were named by the technicians 
for the composition of letters (R. L. M., p. 589: in epistolis considerandum est, quis 
ad quern et qua de re scribat). It is the index of a naive intelligence that the authors 
of the three suasoriae which we have considered have carried over into the division 
of their arguments this general injunction. In the suasoriae which the elder Seneca 
reports it is evident that much stress was laid upon a careful and exhaustive divisio; H 
in them there is a distinct fondness for a threefold division, but I have observed no 
case where it consists of these three topics. 

style 

But if the Commentariolum is the work of a rhetorical student are there then any 
features of the style which would seem appropriately to characterize such a source? 
That the style is "dry and sober and unlovely" (sicca sobria invenusta) Bucheler 
has said, and with this judgment as a whole no one will quarrel. But our question 
has boon answered more directly by Leo who says (loc. cit., 447): "von rhetorischem 
Stil ist in der Schrift keine Spur." He further points out that the elaborate and 
painful distributio is rather an archaic feature of the style than evidence of later 
origin in a rhetorical school. He observes also that Quintus was a Stoic and betrays 
a Stoic's pride in dialectical artifice. If, in fact, as de Divinatione, I, 10, would seem 
to show (arc(*m tu quidem Stoicorum, Quinte, defendis), Quintus was a Stoic, we are 
in a better position to understand the significance of de Orator e, II, 10 and 11, in 
which playful allusion is made to Quintus's aversion to rhetoric, and we need not 
hesitate to identify it with the general hostility of Stoicism to practical rhetoric. 

As for the painstaking distributio, we have seen above that it finds parallels in the 
school suasoriae, though we may grant that it is sufficiently characteristic of the 
dialectical manner: but to deny that there are any traces of rhetorical style in the 
treatise is to shut one's eyes to some very obvious examples and to a still larger number 
which are perhaps somewhat less obvious. Of successful or admirable rhetoric there 
is, to be sure, none at all, but of forced and puerile striving after rhetorical effects 
there is an abundance throughout the work. Not to mention the frigid vehemence of 
the invective directed against Catiline and Antonius (7-12), which contains the prin- 
cipal hunina dicendi of the work, we have such trivial antitheses as the following (2): 
ita paratus ad diamdum venito quasi in singulis causis indicium de omni ingenio 
fut u rum sit. (12): uho suffragio duas .... sicas destringere. (35): ex commu- 
nibits proprii ex fucosis firmi. Note especially the effort of sustained antithesis and 
balance in the following example (48): 

id si promittns, et incertum est et in diem et in paucioribus ; 

sin nut em neges et certe nbalienes et statim etpluris. 

.... Qunro sntius est ex his aliquos aliquando in foro 

tibi irnsei quam omnis continuo domi. 

i * For the subject in general c/. such expressions as the omni dimima dirisione. Kramplea of a threefold diTision : 
following 3, S: hoc Cmtiut diUgenter dii'tttf, &, 7: Triori** 1. 10; 1» 11; 5, 4; 6» 10. 
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But the feature of style which I would illustrate here especially is one to which, 
so far as I am aware, attention has not hitherto been called — the rhythmical structure 
of the treatise. The forms of rhythmical clausulae which it contains are essentially 
the same ones as are found in the orations of Cicero and in such a letter as the first ad 
Quintumfratrem: the dichoreus (competitor), cretic and spondee (competitor es), double 
cretic (competitoribus). Further variety is afforded by several other forms which are 
related to these by the resolution of long syllables, or the substitution of long for short 
syllables. Thus a spondee may take the place of a trochee ( — | - * num virtute) ; 
a cretic may be constructed with an irrational long in the second place — especially 

the first of a sequence of two cretics ( | — - sicas destringere) ; either long of 

the cretic may be resolved (- ~ ^ v | - - esse videare, or ^ ~ - | - " genera cognoscas) 
and I have noticed one instance where both are resolved (**** ~ %/v | - *facere videare 
in 25, balanced by esse videare). In a few cases even the irrational second syllable of 
the cretic is resolved (- ww - | - ~ - promittere non possumus). In the form - ~ - | 
- -, the first syllable of the last foot is frequently resolved (- ~ - | ~~ - aut nihil 
valeat). Another form which is apparently a recognized clausule is — ~ ~ (nullum 
fore), though concerning its rhythmical interpretation I am in doubt. Of more com- 
plex forms note especially the dichoreus preceded by a cretic (- ~ - | - w — liberos 
constuprarit). 

These rhythmical clausules are found with great regularity at the end of periods ; 
they are usually found also at the conclusion of the separate /c&Xa which make up the 
periods, and sometimes even in such smaller divisions as may be designated /co^para. 
They follow the usual rules of Latin verse in respect to syllaba anceps and elision. A 
typical illustration is afforded by the opening sentence of the treatise, which I here 
transcribe: 

Etsi tibi omnia suppetunt ea quae consequi ingenio aut usu homines aut iuteWigentia pos- 

sunt ( ! - -) 

tamen amore nostro non sum alienum arbitratus (- ~ — | - — ~) 
ad te perscribere ea quae mihi veniebant in mentem 

dies ac noctes de petitions tua cogitanti (- ~~ - | ~) 

non ut aliquid ex his novi addisceres (- w - | - ~ -) 

sed ut ea quae in re dispersa atque infinita viderentur esse (- ~ - | - ~ - ~) 

ratione et distributione sub uno aspectu ponerentur ( | - — ~). 

An example in which the rhythmical clausule is used even in short KOfifiara is 
afforded by section 16: 
quisquis est enim 

qui ostendat aliquid in te voluntatis ( — ' ~ I "" ~) 

qui colat (- ~ -) 

qui domum ventitet (- ~ - | - ~ -) 

is in amicorum numero est habendus (- ^ - ^). 

But my purpose is not so much to show that the author of the Commentariolum 
uses the rhythmic clausule, as to point out certain more striking examples of its use, 
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in which it is the instrument of a conscious and artificial rhetoric. First a few 
examples to show the extremes to which the author goes in the employment of rhyth- 
mical language. The treatment of the theme proper begins in sec. 2 with the follow- 
ing wholly rhythmical sentence: 

civitas quae sit (- ~ - | - -) 

cogita (- ~ -) 

quid petaa qui sis (- ~ - | — ) 

The same ideas are presented in chiastic order a moment later in the almost equally 
rhythmical form: 

novus sum consulatum peto Roma est (- w - | - w - | — ). 

The conclusion of the treatise is marked by a sentence of equally extreme and artificial 
rhythmical character: 

quare si advigilamus pro ret dignitate (- w - | - ~ - w ) 
et si nostros ad summum studium benivolos excitamus ( %/v ~ - | - ~ - ~) 

et si hominibus studiosis nostri suum cuique munus discribimus ( I ~ ~ ~) 

et si competitoribus iudicium proponimus (^ — | - w *) 
eeqaestnbus metum inicimus (- ^ - | ^ *) 
divisores ratione aliqua coercemus (" w " | " ") 

perfici potest ut largtfio nulla sit (- w - | — -) 

out nihil valeat (- ~ - | ^ -). 

In view of these examples I suspect that one or two other passages were written to 
attain a conscious rhythmical effect, as, for instance, 26: 

modo ut intellegat .... fore 

ex eo non brevem et suffragatoriam (- ~ - | - ~ - | | - ~ -) 

sed firmam et perpetuam amicitiam ( — | — | ^ w - | ^ -). 

Is it too fanciful to see in the rapid movement of the cretics the fleeting character of 
a campaign friendship, and in the slow movement of the spondees the stable friend- 
ship which is urged ? Observe also the vivid rhetoric of the following (10): 

quid ego nunc tibi de Africa (- w - | - w -) 

quid de testium dictis scribam t( — | - -) 

nota sunt et ea tu saepius legito (- ~ - | *** ~ - | - ~ - | ^ -). 

Of balanced clauses with or without assonance and with identical rhythmical clausule 
there are many examples. Some of the most noteworthy are these (8): 

in petitione autem consulates Cappadoces homines compilare (- w - w ) 
per turpissimam legationem maluit quam adesse et populo Romano supplicare (- ~ - ~). 
(10): qui ex curia Curios et Annios, ab atriis Sapalas et Carvilios, ex equestri ordinePompi- 
lios et Vettiossibi nmicissimos compararit (- ~ - | - ~ - ~); qui tantum habet audaciae 
tantum nequitiae, tantum denique in libidine artis et efficacitatis ut prope in parentum 
gremiis praetextatos liberos constuprarit (- ~ - |- ~ - ~). 
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(In this passage, as in many of the preceding examples, the clausule form, consist- 
ing of a dichoreos preceded by a cretic, is noteworthy.) The following example is 
remarkable for the use of elision to secure assonance between the members of an 
antithesis (2): 

non potest qui 
dignus habetur patronus consulari^- ~ - ~) 
urn indignus consulatu putari (- — -). 

In the following case similar rhythm enforces the effect of a pointed word-play (12): 

non difficile certamen erit cum eis competitoribus qui nequaquam sunt 
tarn genere insignes (- ww - | - *) 
quam vitiis nobiles (- w ~ - | - w -). 

Of simple balance with identical clausule, but without assonance or particular rhetori- 
cal artifice, there are many examples. In conclusion, a few instances where the 
natural order of the words is violated, apparently to produce the desired clausule (33): 

multo enim facilius ilia adulescentulorum ad amicitiam aetas adiungitur (- ~ - | - ~ *). 

Similarly in 57, for the sake of the cretic before the dichoreus, we have: 
si nostros ad summum studium benivolos excitamns (*/v, — | — — ) 

where Btlcheler, partly because of the substantival use of benivolus and partly because 
of the unusual order, brackets benivolos as spurious, and is followed by Mailer. But 
see below, p. 22. In many cases, even though the word order is natural enough, it is 
probable that regard for a certain clausule has determined the arrangement. For 
example 1: 

non ut aliquid ex his novi addisceres (to produce - — | - ~ -), 

and 17: 

omnia sermo .... a domesticis emanat auctoribus (to yield - ~ - | - ~ *). 

TEXT 

The oldest and best manuscripts containing the Commentariolum, which have 
thus far been discovered, are two: E (Erfurtensis, now Berolinensis No. 252) of the 
end of the eleventh or of the early twelfth century (Btlcheler, p. 11), and H (Har- 
leianus No. 2682) of the latter part of the eleventh century (E. Maunde Thompson). 
Both manuscripts contain miscellaneous works of Cicero and, for the question of 
authenticity, it may be of some significance that in both the Commentariolum follows 
the pseudo-Ciceronian epistle ad Octavianum, at the end of the collection of letters. 
But that is a question which must be left to the historian of the text of Cicero's letters. 
For the Commentariolum E was first employed as representing the purest source of 
the text by Btlcheler in his edition of 1868. The value of H for this treatise was 
pointed out by Baehrens, who published a careful collation of the text in his MisceU 
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lanea Critica (Groningen, 1879). The edition of Mailer (Leipzig, 1898) was the 
first to present a text based upon these two sources: it has now been followed by 
that of Purser (Oxford, 1902). The problem of relationship between the texts offered 
by these two manuscripts is one which can only be solved by a study of the affinities 
of the two codices as a whole. Some remarks on this point will be found in Colla- 
tions from the Harleian MS. of Cicero 2682, by A. C. Clark (Oxford, 1892), on pp. 
xiv-xvi. I have examined both manuscripts myself without, however, finding anything 
of importance to correct in the collations of Bachelor and Baehrens, except in a single 
instance, which will be noted below. 

Before taking up the passages in which I shall endeavor to emend the text, I 
would note briefly that in a few instances the readings of our manuscripts are defended 
against proposed deletions by the rhythmical laws which have been set forth in the 
preceding section. So, for example, Btlcheler edits in 

12: qui nequaquam sunt tarn genere [insignes] quam vitiis nobiles. But the 
soundness of our text is fully vindicated by the presence of the rhythmical balance 
which was pointed out above p. 21. Similarly Btlcheler (whom Mailer and Purser 
follow) edits in 

57: si nostros ad summum studium \benivolos\ excitamus. But we have seen 
above (p. 21) that the sequence of clausules in the series of sentences beginning with 
st, demands the (resolved) cretic benivolos before the double trochee excitamus. In 
view of these cases I hesitate to follow Btlcheler (and Mailer) in 

1: etsi .... suppetunt ea quae consequi ingenio aut usu homines [aui intelli- 
gentia] possunt. For although the clausule - ~ ~ - | — (usu homines possunt) 
is found, yet of vastly more frequent occurrence is the form - ~ - | - - (intelli- 
gentia possunt). 

The author begins with the resources which will be of assistance to Cicero as a 
norms homo. In sec. 3 he enumerates the classes of men whom Cicero already has, 
and among them studio dicendi condliatos plurimos adulescentulos. These are to be 
confirmed in their allegiance. To be won over to his support are homines nobiles, 
especially those of consular rank, and young men of noble family. 

6: praeterea adolescentes nobiles elabora ut habeas vel ut teneas studiosos. quos 
habes multum dignitatis afferent. Most editors (and so Mailer) omit the period after 
studiosos, and punctuate after habes. The words vel ut teneas are, I believe, corrupt, 
for as an alternative to ut habeas they are inept, if not meaningless, since the adoles- 
centes nobiles cannot be held (teneas) until they are won (habeas). But Cicero 
already has a constituency of young men, studio dicendi condliatos (3). Now the 
adolescentes nobiles are to be won to the same allegiance as those whom he already 
has. I read, therefore: praeterea adolescentes nobiles elabora ut habeas, VELUT 
tenes studiosos quos habes. 

In this connection I would take up a very difficult and corrupt passage in 83. 
To understand it aright it is necessary to go back to 29, in which the necessity of 
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Cicero's strengthening his position by varied friendships is set forth. The matter is 
taken up in a partitio as follows: primum (29), deinde (30), postea (30); whereupon 
follows the passage in question in 

33: tarn equitum centuriae multo facilius mihi diligentia posse teneri videntur. 
primum cognosce equites, pauci enim sunt deinde appete .... deinde habes tecum 
ex iuventute optimum quemque et studiosissimum humanitatis; turn autem quod 
equester or do tuus est, sequentur illi auctoritatem or dims , si abs te adhibebitur ea 
diligentia, ut non ordinis solum voluntate sed etiam singulorum amicitiis eas centuries 
confirmatas habeas. Accepting the corrections which H affords, incorporated in Mailer's 
text as here given, the remaining difficulties of this passage consist, first, in the appar- 
ent absence of a concluding member to the partitio and, secondly, in the obscurity of 
reference in illi. This word would seem to refer to the young men mentioned just 
before (optimum quemque, etc.). But if that is the meaning, it is remarkable that at 
one moment Cicero is said to hold the allegiance of a certain class, and in the next that 
the same class should be referred to as one that will follow the authority of the 
equites in support of him, provided sufficient care is exercised. The equites are 
already Cicero's friends (cf. 3) ; with care their loyalty is assured (diligentia posse 
teneri). They are therefore disposed of briefly. Now in the enumeration above 
referred to we had the divisions primum, deinde, postea, iam. But last of all and as 
a class distinguished from the equites 15 appear the adolescentes. Deinde I would there- 
fore change to denique, introducing the concluding member of the partitio. In this 
class are to be taken up first those adolescentes whom Cicero already has, viz., optimum 
quemque et studiosissimum humanitatis (the studio dicendi conciliatos of 3). But 
just as in sees. 3 and 6 the adolescentes were, as we saw, of two kinds, so also here. 
For apart from the young men who are attracted to Cicero by oratorical pursuits, there 
are others, for whom another motive to allegiance must be provided — the authority 
and example of the ordo equester. I would read therefore : denique habes tecum ex 
iuventute optimum quemque et studiosissimum humanitatis. turn autem quod equester 
ordo tuus est sequentur alii auctoritatem ordinis, etc. For the form of expression 
optimum quemque .... alii, cf. de Officiis, I, 99. 

9: educatus in sororis stupris. The passage is thus edited in all the texts, and 
according to Bachelor's apparatus (ex silentio) is the reading of £. But E reads 
without variant sororum, which is confirmed by H, reading sorore, with correction by 
the original hand to sororum, which should therefore be restored to the text. 

18 : hos tu homines quibuscumque poteris rationibus, ut ex animo atque ex ilia 
summa voluntate tui studiosi sint elaborato. H reads ex illo, Meyncke conjectured 
ex intuma voluntate. Ilia is defended rather ingeniously than convincingly by Tyrrell 
ad loc. It would seem that critics have overlooked a very simple correction here, 
unless the formulary character of summa voluntate seemed to forbid change. I would 

i*On this distinction (which is also made in 3 and 6) and the correctness of it, cf. Mommszn, Rdm. StaaUncht, 
Vol. HI, p. 484 and note. 
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read maxuma (spelled masuma, thus giving rise to ilia summa) voluntate. Cicero 
affords at least one example of maxuma voluntate (Verr., II, 2, 51), and probably 
there are others. 

23: Tertium illud genus est studiorum voluntarium. Btlcheler makes a readable 
text by bracketing studiorum, and is followed by Mtlller and Purser. Eussner (Tyrrell 
and others) correct to studiosum voluntariumque. The passage is the third member of 
apartitio outlined in 21, to which illud refers: tribus rebus homines ducuntur .... 
beneficio, spe, adiunctione animi ac voluntate. These members are then taken up singly 
— beneficiis (21), spe (22), and so to the passage in hand. It will be observed that the 
reason for loyalty in each case is derived from a source named, which fails for the third 
member. Methodical correction should not, therefore, make the source co-ordinate 
with the end as in Eussner 's reading — studiosum (the end) voluntariumque (source). 
We require rather: tertium illud genus est studiosum voluntate, the correctness of 
which is revealed by the words which follow: quod .... significanda erga illos 
pari voluntate .... confirmari oportebit, where pari points back to the preceding 
voluntate. Cf. de Inc., II, 166: amicitia (est) voluntas erga aliquem .... cum 
eius pari voluntate. 

24: Hos ut inter nos calumniatores spe. The L group restores the thought with 
hos ut intemoscas videto ne spe. Btlcheler reads elaborato. What imperative stood 
here it is impossible to say with certainty, but from the group of letters — umni — in 
calumniatores we may restore confidently omnis (cf. umeris from umnis, the reading 
of H for omnis in 48). We shall not be far from the truth for the whole passage in 
reading: Hos ut intemoscas omnis oubato ne spe, etc. Omnis is appropriately used 
in a summary following the enumeration of various classes (cf. 19 extr., and 23 extr.). 

38: nee aliud ullum tempus fidurumst ut tibi referre gratiam possint Btlcheler, 
in the critical apparatus says against the lemma ut: "u cum superscripta t, non ubi 
vocis compendium." But according to Baehrens ubi is the reading of H, and reference 
to Prou, Manuel de PaUographie (2d ed., 1892), p. 335, will show that the compen- 
dium which Btlcheler here describes (but the superscribed letter is not of course () 
stands regularly for ubi. The matter has seemed worth mentioning, because here, as 
in a number of other cases where Mtlller has followed Btlcheler, there is discernible a 
tendency toward the establishment of a vulgate text But Purser reads correctly ubi. 

41 : Dicendum est de ilia altera parte petitionis quae in populari ratione versa- 
tur. ea desiderat nomenclationem, blanditiam, assiduitatem, benignitatem, rumorem, 
spem in re publico. H reads spem in rem publicam; I 50, speciem in re publico. 
The interpretation of the phrase spem in re publica seems to me difficult There is 
but one meaning the words can have — spem in re publica positam. But that surely 
has little to do with the ratio popularis, with which the other requisites named are 
concerned. Each one of these is considered in detail ; nomenclalio (42) blanditia (42) 
assiduitas (43) benignitas (44) rumor (50). Editors I presume have held that spem 
in re publica is taken up in the partitio at 53: atque etiam in hoc petitione maxime 
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mdendum est ut spes rei publicae bona de te sit et honesta opinio. But this is a 
'totally different thing from the spem in re publica of 41, which proceeds from Cicero, 
and can only mean Cicero's hope or confidence in the state, while spes rei publicae 
hona de te proceeds from the people, and refers to their confidence in him. Further- 
more, if this passage were the concluding member of the partitio, we should expect 
some transitional word like denique or postremo to introduce it, and not a formula 
which points to something new — atque etiam {cf. Seyffert, Schol. Lai., Vol. I, p. 22). 
But in 52 (init.) after long consideration of rumor the author writes: postremo iota 
petitio cura ut pompae plena sit, ut illustris, ut splendida, ut popularis sit, ut habeat 
summam speciem ac dignitatem. These words, I am convinced, give us the true con- 
clusion of the partitio outlined in 41, as is indicated by postremo, and also by the 
summarizing of the ratio popularis which is suggested by the last of the accumulated 
adjectives ut popularis sit. They reveal also that I 50 (from whatever source) has 
given at least a partially correct reading in 41 — speciem in re publica; for it is some 
such word of external demonstration or display that we require to correspond to the 
others of the group — nomenclatio, blanditia, etc. In itself speciem in re publica 
might conceivably stand as a satisfactory reading; but since it occurs in the treatment 
of the ratio popularis, it would seem to me that in re publica is too general, if indeed 
the political connotation of the word would be tolerable here at all I conjecture, 
therefore, speciem in publico, for whioh cf. Tacitus, Dial, 6, 12 (where Aper is 
speaking of the rewards of the orator): iam vero qui togatorum comitatus et egressus! 
quae in publico species! 

I would point out, finally, that sec. 53, to which I have alluded above (videndum 
est ut spes rei publicae bona de te sit), does not belong to the division of the work 
devoted to the ratio popularis, but follows it (introduced by atque etiam) as a con- 
cluding section to the whole of the second main division consulatum peto. Accord- 
ingly it takes into account not the populus only, but all classes of citizens — senatus, 
equites et viri boni, multitudo. 
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A SKETCH OF THE LINGUISTIC CONDITIONS OF CHICAGO 

Carl Darling Buck 

The linguistic conditions in some of our largest American cities are unique in the 
history of the world — an unparalleled babel of foreign tongues, yet undergoing absorp- 
tion so rapidly and so naturally that the " language question," which looms up so large 
in the contemporary history of many European states, does not exist for us as a dis- 
turbing problem. 

I say "unparalleled babel" with all due regard to the claims of Constantinople, 
Cairo, and other cities of the Orient, past and present. In Constantinople, with the 
heterogeneous constituency of the army and the harem, augmented by the ranks of 
European officials and visitors, the number of languages represented may on occasions 
be as great as in New York or Chicago. But it must be remembered that only a few of 
these languages are spoken by large bodies of the population, whereas in Chicago there 
are some fourteen languages, besides English, each of which is spoken by 10,000 or 
more persons. Newspapers appear regularly in ten languages, and church services 
may be heard in about twenty languages. Chicago is the second largest Bohemian 
city of the world, the third Swedish, the third Norwegian, the fourth Polish, the fifth 
German (New York being the fourth). In all there are some forty foreign languages 
spoken by numbers ranging from half a dozen to half a million, and aggregating over 
one million. 

A study of the language situation in Chicago, which in a general way is typical of 
at in our other large cities, has two main points of interest. One is a phase of the 
general problem of the linguistic consequences of race-mixture. What is the result, 
as regards language, of the particular conditions of race-mixture that are exemplified 
here? The other is the constituency of the foreign element. To know what languages 
and groups of languages are represented here, and in what proportions, is a matter of 
^l^ret, not only to the philologist, but also to the historian and sociologist, for in 
kcases linguistic divisions correspond to present racial divisions, and with a few 
•lr exceptions, like the Irish, language is the best available test of nationality. 
Bin an article entitled "Language-Rivalry and Speech-Differentiation in the 
of Race-Mixture," l Professor Hempl has given a classification of the character- 
types of race-mixture known to history, according to numbers, general conditions, 
attendant linguistic results. Of necessity the kind of race-mixture going on in 
this country is put in a class by itself. The foreigners come in vast numbers, roughly 
speaking half a million a year. In many cities they form with their descendants in 
the first generation the majority of the population. Moreover, the different national- 
ities in the cities are to a large degree locally segregated, and many of them many 

* TtvauocUonM of the American Philological Aaociation, Vol. XXIX, pp. 81 ff. 
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almost exclusively within their own limits. 2 Nevertheless the social and economic 
conditions are such that all this has not the slightest effect on the supremacy of the 
English language. Nor is it possible to produce tangible evidence of any permanent 
effect on the character of the English. This easy victory of the established language 
is doubtless assisted by the fact that the competition is divided. But even if all the 
immigrants were of the same nationality, the absorption of their language would take 
place no less certainly, only somewhat less rapidly. 

Observation and inquiries among representatives of the different nationalities show 
that the process of absorption is substantially the same everywhere. The immigrants 
themselves must and do learn more or less English, but it remains to them a foreign 
tongue, acquired with all degrees of proficiency according to the individual's age at 
arrival, length of residence, occupation, and general intelligence. 

The second generation is bilingual. The children learn first their parents 9 mother- 
tongue ; but as soon as they are out on the street and in school they learn English, 
and it is not long before they speak it by preference. Children the world over are 
contemptuous of foreigners, and a boy does not care to add to his schoolmates 9 capa- 
city for teasing by inviting epithets like "Dutchy," "Canuck," "Dago," or "Polak," 
which are hurled about with no less freedom by those who are themselves of foreign 
parentage, and not always with any nice discrimination between them. From this 
period on English is the language most used, and it is a question of how far they also 
retain a familiarity with their parents' mother-tongue. Some remain truly bilingual, 
others speak their parents' language, but with some effort, and occasionally it happens 
that grown-up sons and daughters cannot converse with their parents except in Eng- 
lish. The third generation, even of unmixed foreign descent, generally knows only 
English. This is true of the nationalities already represented in three generations, for 
example the German, Polish, and Bohemian, and the result cannot be otherwise in the 
case of the more recent classes of immigrants. If the stream of immigration were to 
cease, it would only be a question of time when church services and newspapers in 
foreign languages would be unknown. 

There are of course exceptions to the general course of development as stated. 
Some of the more well-to-do and intelligent families retain and hand down an interest 
in the language and literature of the country of their origin through several genera- 
tions. Or, again, if we look outside the cities, we find isolated colonies in various 
parts of the country where a foreign tongue has been kept through several generations 
and English but little used. Such, for example, are some of the Swedish farming 
communities in the Northwest. There is said to be an old Polish colony in Texas where 
the language has been spoken for generations and where even the negroes speak Polish. 
The same conservatism may be looked for in some of the Finnish mining villages of 
Michigan, the recent Russian colonies in the Dakotas, etc. But even for these condi- 

> For example, according to the school census of 1896, of Bohemian parents on both sides, while only 799 had bat 
there were in Chicago 47,965 children born in this country one parent Bohemian. 
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tions it is unsafe to generalize. For example, while some of the older Norwegian 
settlements have kept their language for several generations, the recent colonists in 
North Dakota are "progressive;" that is, they are Americanized with the same rapid- 
ity as in the cities. 

It is possible that, aside from conditions of environment, the rapidity of absorp- 
tion differs somewhat among different nationalities, some having a greater tenacity 
than others in the retention of their language. But on this point it is difficult to 
secure any tangible evidence. 

The absorption of the various languages does not appear to be accompanied by 
any permanent effects on the character of the English spoken. Except in isolated 
communities, the speech of the second generation seldom betrays any foreign influence 
either in pronunciation or in vocabulary. It is often a vulgar form of English, but 
not differing from that of persons of native descent in the same social position. 

There is, however, a marked influence exerted by the dominant English upon the 
other languages as spoken here. 8 The German of the German- American is full of 
English words either unchanged or provided with German endings or prefixes, and of 
English idioms clothed in German words, an interesting phase of which is the use of 
German words in meanings adopted from the corresponding English words, as in the well- 
known ich gleiche "I like," or ich eigne "I own." The Frenchman makes groceur of 
grocer, couque of "cook," etc. In the Lithuanian quarter one sees painted in huge letters 
on a blank wall the advertisement of didziausias departmentinis sztoras pietinej dalyj, 
in which, equipped with antique endings and surrounded by formations which are the 
pride and joy of philologists, we recognize the highly modern department store. 

An exhaustive study of this phenomenon, interesting as it is, is not possible for 
any one person. It demands a separate investigator for each language and one entirely 
at home in the idioms of this language as well as in English. 4 But inquiries upon 
this point among representatives of many nationalities leave no doubt in my mind 
that substantially the same sort of mixture which is best known in the case of our 
German- American exists in the other languages spoken here. 

We turn now to the question of the constituency of the foreign speech-element 
in Chicago, and in mentioning the various languages and peoples I shall add some 
remarks on their representation in the country at large. Although some of these facts 
are so easily accessible as perhaps scarcely to deserve repetition, others, for some of 
the less-known nationalities, have been gained, incidentally to my inquiries regarding 
local conditions, from private sources and will not be unwelcome additions. 5 

'With the fact that the foreign languages spoken here * I have not touched upon the history of the immigra- 

are influenced by English, but not English by them, com- tion from the various countries. For the older elements, 

pare the remarks of Windisch, " Zur Theorie der Misch- German, Irish, Swedish, Norwegian, etc., the subject has 

sprachen und Lehnwdrter," Sitzungsberichte der lOchs. been fully treated, but there is ample opportunity for 

Gesellackaft der Wissenchaft, phil.-hUt. Claue, 1897, pp. further work along similar lines. A history of Slavic im- 

101 ff. migration would be of great value, and I am glad to learn 

*Some of the forms of mixture have already been in- that Professor Wiener has it in mind to gather materials 

▼estigated in detail, c g., the language of the Pennsylvania for mch a work - 
Germans, of the Portuguese in New England, etc. 
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It may be thought that the Census Reports, with their elaborate statistics of 
foreign population, covering, for the Census of 1900, 174 pages, render any farther 
investigation superfluous. This, however, is not the case. And, while acknowledging 
my indebtedness to them in certain respects, I shall not hesitate to point out their 
limitations. The most serious defect, and one which is fatal to the full realization of 
the purposes of such statistics, is the lack of any adequate system of classification. In 
general, the classification is according to political divisions, but concessions are made 
to certain nationalities which have no independent political existence at present. For 
example, not to mention Ireland, Wales, Bohemia, etc., the Poles keep their identity 
in the Reports, and even the Finns, relatively small as their numbers are, are given 
a place. No one can question the propriety of such a recognition of nationalities not 
politically distinct, only it must be carried much farther in order to give any proper 
idea of the constituency of our foreign population, particularly of those elements 
which form such an important part of the most recent immigration. The truth seems 
to be that a system of classification which was once reasonably satisfactory has not 
been sufficiently enlarged to meet the present conditions. 

To give some examples. The Lithuanians, who in language and sentiment 
form a distinct people, and are represented by thousands of immigrants, are nowhere 
mentioned.* In Chicago they were told by the enumerators that, there being no 
provision for Lithuanians, they might be either Poles or Russians. Whether in other 
places they were classified under Poland or Russia, or both, it is impossible to say. 
For the enumerators are not always so impartial in such cases, as may be illustrated by 
the procedure reported to me by a Slovakian. There being no special provision for 
Slovakians, of whom there are some ten thousand here in Chicago, not to speak of the 
immense numbers in the Pennsylvania mining regions, one would naturally expect 
them to be put under Hungary, to which they have belonged politically for more 
than a thousand years. But in the case referred to, the enumerator, a German, was 
not disposed to augment the number of Hungarians and so entered the Slovakian 
under Austria. A Bohemian enumerator — and there may well have been such — would 
undoubtedly have entered him as a Bohemian, and such a classification, though 
eminently unsatisfactory to the Slovakian, would at least have more justification, since 
the Slovakians and Bohemians are most closely related. 

The Croatians, of whom there are over one hundred thousand in the country, are 
likewise unknown in the Reports, being entered under Austria. The same is true of 
the less numerous Slovenians. 7 And, in general, it is clear that the figures given under 
Austria and under Hungary have no real significance as they stand, though they are 
used constantly in articles on labor and immigration problems. 

• For the school census of 1896, the innovation was made 7 A Slovenian priest told me thai, finding ha could only 

of classifying the Lithuanians separately, and several be entered as an Austrian, he refused to make any return 

Lithuanian enumerators were appointed. In 1898 the as to nationality. If this is not an exaggerated statement 

separate classification was retained, but no Lithuanian of his attitude, he was one of those necessitating the 

enumerators appointed, and the number dropped from heading "Europe (not otherwise specified).'* 
IJgffl to 1,411, although, as a matter of fact, the Lithuanians 
had been pouring in constantly, as they have since then. 
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There are now considerable numbers of Armenian and of Syrian immigrants, but 
it is only by comparing outside information as to their location in different parts of 
the country with certain figures given in the Census under the heads of "Asia, except 
China, Japan and India," and " Turkey," that one discovers that they form the chief 
components of these classes. Judging from the figures of Chicago and some other 
cities, the Armenians seem to have been put under Turkey and the Syrians under 
Asia, though it is not clear how consistently this distinction, the grounds for which 
are not obvious, was maintained. 

That many other nationalities, represented by very small numbers, such as the 
Icelanders, Letts, Bulgarians, etc., should not be given a separate place in the classi- 
fication, is less surprising, and perhaps unavoidable so long as only the roughest pic- 
ture of the foreign element is aimed at. 8 

For those nationalities which are properly provided for in the classification the 
figures are, of course, of great value, though far from infallible. In all the statistics 
on foreign population there is inevitably a greater proportion of error than in the 
Census as a whole. The newly arrived foreigner, ignorant and knowing yet but little 
English, vaguely suspects the enumerator of being a constable or a spy, and thinks his 
safest course is to give false answers. To get at the actual truth would require more 
time, and, generally speaking, more intelligence, than the enumerators have at their 
disposal. In the case of the statistics of foreign parentage one has to reckon also with 
the deliberate falsehood of many who are so thoroughly Americanized as to regard 
even foreign parentage as a taint which must be concealed. That there is a vast 
amount of this misrepresentation is beyond any question. 

For these reasons the independent estimates of intelligent representatives of the 
different nationalities may often be nearer the truth than the Census figures, and for 
the many nationalities about which, as explained above, the Census furnishes no infor- 
mation, they are our only source. It is true that the disposition to exaggerate the 
numbers of one's countrymen is often apparent, but this may be largely counteracted 
by securing several estimates and by inquiring somewhat closely into the basis of 
them. And in general it may be said that, through various sources, such as the vot- 
ing lists, the membership of their churches, the subscription lists of their newspapers, 
and the enrolment in their societies, which flourish in astounding numbers among the 
foreign population, the leading men of the various nationalities have a pretty accurate 

* Bat there is no reason why the machinery of the Cen- to less than one hundred and fifty items), the language 

sus should not be employed to secure the necessary lin- census, forming part of the general Census, has more than 

gnistio data for a fairly complete representation of the succeeded in its modest object of getting " a photograph, 

foreign element and its distribution— such data as are col- as it were, of the existing distribution of language in India, 

lected by various European governments, e.g., in A astro- from the popular standpoint, which might to some extent 

Hungary, where the statistics for the various elements in guide the more leisurely and comprehensive researches of 

the population are based entirely on the linguistic test, or competent specialists " (Baines, " The Language Census of 

in Great Britain, where statistics are gathered for the lin- India," Transaction! of the Ninth Oriental Congress). Only 

guistic conditions in Ireland, Wales, etc. In India, where experience will show in just what form the best results 

matters are infinitely more complicated than here (the are to be obtained, but it is hoped that with the recent 

names of languages returned numbered many hundreds establishment of the Census Bureau some progress will be 

and even after sifting and classification were not reduced made along this line. 
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idea of the numbers of their countrymen. 9 I have taken, as fairly indicative of the 
linguistic representation, the figures which include the second generation of unmixed 
foreign parentage, that is, in the case of the Census Reports, Tables 54, 55, 59, 
and 60, which cover "persons having both parents born in a specified country." 10 
For it may be assumed that the number of those of the second generation not speak- 
ing (in addition to English) the language of their parents is offset by the number of 
those of the third generation who do speak the language of their parents and grand- 
parents. At best, the figures given are only approximate and intended merely to 
give a picture of the relative strength of the various elements. 

In the following survey, the language-families, their principal subdivisions, and the 
languages in each are given in the order of their relative numerical strength in Chi- 
cago. I have not thought it worth while to differentiate further and to attempt to 
show the representation of the dialects of each language. In the case of languages 
spoken by large numbers, such as German, Swedish, Polish, etc., one may be reasona- 
bly certain that all the dialects are represented. 11 

There is, however, as every student of language knows, no objective, purely lin- 
guistic, criterion of language versus dialect, some languages differing from one another 
far less than many dialects ; and our choice of terms depends upon considerations geo- 
graphical and historical as well as linguistic. I have intended simply to follow ordinary 
usage in this matter, though in some few cases the procedure will need some comment 

That the picture of the linguistic elements of Chicago's population is complete I 
should not venture to hope. It is highly probable that there are several languages, 
spoken by a few individuals, which have escaped my notice. And of the languages 
mentioned, the part played by each could be described with greater elaboration. But 
even this sketch will, it is hoped, prove of sufficient interest and value to repay the 
very considerable expenditure of time involved in gathering the materials. 

INDO-EUROPEAN 
GERMANIC 

WEST GEBMANIC 

English. — English is of course spoken by nearly the whole population. 
German. — German is spoken, it is safe to say, by more than half a million. The 
Census figures of Table 60 for Germany are 363,319, while the school census of 1898 

9 The sources of my information are far too numerous '°The table usually quoted is 60, which gives the num- 

to mention in detail. I have talked with consular officials, bers of "white persons having both parents born in 

priests, newspaper editors, and business men, and can specified country " for cities of over 25,000. 
acknowledge their assistance only in this general way. I n To illustrate Chicago's possibilities as a linguistic 

am, however, under special obligation to a former pupil, laboratory I may mention the fact that of the eleven 

Mr. Marienburger, for assistance in securing information Lithuanian dialects spoken in the Russian province of 

upon the linguistic conditions of the Jewish population. Kovno, according to the minute classification of Bara- 

In noting the extent to which the different languages are n0 vski (see Leskien, Idg. Fonch. Anx. y Vol. XIII, pp. W 

represented in the press 1 have derived much information q^ every one ^ represented here, 
from the Lord and Thomas Pocket Directory of the Ameri- 
can Press, but in nearly all casos have corrected and aug- 
mented this from private sources. 

102 



Cabl Darling Buck 9 



gave 469,014. To these figures would have to be added a portion of those tabulated 
under Austria, Hungary, Belgium, and Switzerland. Many leading Germans think 
600,000 nearer the truth. Even at the conservative estimate of 500,000 German- 
speaking persons, Chicago ranks as the fifth German city of the world, New York 
being the fourth. 

More than twenty German newspapers and periodicals are published here, includ- 
ing such important dailies as the Stoats- Zeitung, Freie Presse, and Abendjwst. 

As is well known, the German forms by far the largest element of our foreign 
population, and is distributed over every state, though strongest in New York and 
Illinois. The German papers in the country number between two and three hundred. 

Yiddish 12 . — Yiddish is spoken by upward of 50,000 persons. 

There are two Yiddish dailies, the Daily Jewish Call and the Daily Jewish Courier, 
and a Yiddish theater in which performances are given nightly. 

New York is the great Yiddish center, containing over 200,000 Yiddish-speaking 
Jews, and it is there that the leading Yiddish papers are published. 

Dutch. — Dutch is spoken by about 35,000. The Census figures for those born in 
Holland (Table 35) are 18,555. No statistics for Holland are given under Table 60, 
but to include the second generation it would be fair to double this number. And, 
without knowledge of the Census returns, the Dutch estimate has been between thirty 
and forty thousand. 

There are two Dutch weeklies, De Nederlander and Onze Toekomst. 

Chicago is the first city of the country in the number of its Dutch, Grand Rapids, 
Mich., being second, and Paterson, N. J., third. Of the states, the Dutch element is 
strongest in Michigan, where, besides the large numbers in Grand Rapids, there are 
several towns almost purely Dutch, including one called " Holland," the seat of Hope 
College. Of the fifteen Dutch papers in the country, nine are published in Michigan. 

Flemish. 1 * — Flemish is spoken by upward of 1,000, possibly by 2,000 persons. 

The largest Flemish population is in Wisconsin, and two Flemish weeklies appear 
in DePere, Wis., De Volksstem and Onze Standaard. 

Frisian" — Frisian is spoken by some 2,000 persons from the Dutch province of 
Friesland. 

'* 1 mention Yiddish at this point for the reason that its But this is called Flemish, not Dutch, and for convenience 
principal component is a form of High German which for we have kept the distinction, meaningless as it is from the 
several centuries has been isolated from the literary Ian- purely linguistic point of view. The two papers mentioned 
guage of Germany and pursued its own deve.opment. That are classed as Flemish simply because they are Catholic 
I do not ignore it like other German dialects (see p. 8), but and appeal mainly to the Flemish population, 
treat it as a distinct language, is due not merely to the i« Of all the Germanic languages and dialects of the 
strong admixture of Slavic and Hebrew words (together, continent Frisian is the one most closely related to Eng- 
according to Wiener, about 90 per cent.), but also to the u^ and form8 with it tne Anglo-Frisian branch of West- 
fact that it has come to be regarded by the Jews in Slavic Germanic, in contrast to German (High and Low) and 
countries as their own distinctive language, and boasts a Dutch. Its distinction from Dutch is then, unlike that 
literature of no mean value. between Flemish and Dutch, fundamental. Frisian is 

"The dialects of the Germanic-speaking portion of used to a limited extent as a literary language and Frisian 

Belgium are closely related to and co-ordinate with the newspapers are published in Leeuwarden. This is properly 

Dutch dialects of Holland, and the literary language, West-Frisian. It is probable that among the immigrants 

which since the " Flemish movement " has gradually dis- from Germany there are some from the coast of Holstein, 

placed French, is the same as the Dutch literary language. where North-Frisian is spoken. 
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In general, Frisians are found wherever there are other immigrants from Hoi- - 
land in large numbers, so that their centers are the same as those of the Dutch. 
There is no Frisian paper published in this country. 

NORTH GERMANIC OB SCANDINAVIAN 

Swedish. — Swedish is spoken by upward of 100,000. The Census figures of 
Table 60 are 95,878, while the school census of 1898 gave 109,755. The Swedish 
estimate is 115,000. Ten Swedish papers are published here, the most important 
being the Svenska Kuriren and the Svenska Tribunen, both weeklies. 

Chicago is the third Swedish city of the world and has more than twice as many 
Swedes as any other city in the country, New York being second and Minneapolis 
third. Of the states Minnesota has the largest Swedish population. 

There are over fifty Swedish papers in the country. 

Norwegian. — Norwegian 16 is spoken by some 50,000 persons. The Census 
figures of Table 60 are 37,886, while the school census of 1898 gave 44,980. The 
Norwegians regard 50,000 as a conservative estimate. 

Seven Norwegian papers are published in the city, the Skandinaven, daily and 
semi- weekly, being the leading Norwegian paper of the country. 

Chicago is the third Norwegian city in the world and the first in this country, 
Minneapolis being second, and New York third. Of the states, Minnesota contains 
the greatest number of Norwegians, though North Dakota has the largest percentage 
of Norwegians to the total population. 

There are over sixty Norwegian and Danish papers in the country. 

Danish. 1 * — Danish is spoken by some 20,000 persons. The Census figures of 
Table 60 are 15,185, those of the school census of 1898, 21,261. 

There are two Danish papers, the Chicago- Posten and the Revyen> both weeklies. 

Chicago is the first Danish city of the country, New York being second, Racine, 
Wis., third, and Omaha, Neb., fourth. Of the states Iowa has the greatest number 
of Danes. 

Icelandic. — Icelandic is spoken by some 100 persons. 

The principal Icelandic settlements in the United States are in North Dakota, 
mostly in Pembina county, and in Minnesota, mostly in Lyon and Lincoln counties. 
In these states there are several thousand Icelanders. There is also a colony of about 
200 on Washington Island, Wisconsin, and a few Icelandic settlers are found in some 
other states. 

it The Norwegian literary language and cultivated the important Norwegian papers, though read to aome ex- 
speech differs but slightly from tho Dauish, and in fact is, his- tent by Danes also, preserve their specific Norwegian char- 
torically considered, nothing but the imported Danish which acter. Moreover, the real Norwegian of the dialects is 
has prevailed since the Reformation, more or less colored radically different from Danish,belonging with Icelandic to 
by the Norwegian dialects. But even in this literary Ian- the West-Scandinavian branch, while Danish belongs with 
guage the Norwegian coloring is sufficient to raako it seem Swedish to the eastern group. So that it is justifiable to 
to the Norwegians themselves a language distinct from the keep the Norwegian and Danish elements apart even from 
Danish. And, while some churches and some newspapers a linguistic standpoint, 
published in this country are known as Danish-Norwegian, 16 gee preceding footnote. 
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A weekly paper, the Vinland, is published at Minneota, Minn. 

The Icelanders are more numerous in Manitoba, and there are four Icelandic 

papers," three published at Winnipeg and one at Gimli, in a district known as New 

Iceland. 

BALTO-SLAVIO 

SLAVIC 

Polish. — Polish is spoken by more than 100,000, possibly by 150,000 persons. 
The Census figures of Table 60 are 107,669, while the school census of 1898 gave 
96,463. But the opportunities for wrong classification are great in the case of the 
Poles, and a conservative Polish estimate puts the number at 150,000. 

There are about a dozen Polish papers in the city, including two dailies, the 
Dziennik Chicagoski and the Dziennik Naradowy. 

Chicago is probably the fourth Polish city of the world, 18 and contains more than 
twice as many Poles as any other city of the country, New York being second, fol- 
lowed by Milwaukee and Buffalo. Of the states Illinois is first in its Polish popula- 
tion, owing mainly to the numbers in Chicago, Pennsylvania coming second with its 
large body of Poles throughout the mining regions. 

There are between thirty and forty Polish papers in the country. 

Bohemian. — Bohemian is spoken by about 90,000 persons. The Census, Table 
60, gives 72,862, the school census of 1898, 88,581. 

There are fifteen Bohemian papers in the city, including four dailies, the Svor- 
nost, the Denni Hlasatel, the Narod, and the Lidove Noviny. 

Chicago is undoubtedly the second Bohemian city in the world, since Brunn is 
about half German. It contains nearly three times as many Bohemians as any other city 
in the country, Cleveland, O., being second and New York third. Of the states Illinois 
is first, followed by Nebraska, where there is a large Bohemian farming population. 

There are more than forty Bohemian papers in the country. 

Slovakian. 1 * — Slovakian is spoken by about 10,000. 

The Slovakian population is most numerous in Pennsylvania, particularly in Pitts- 
burg and Allegheny. The states next in order, in the strength of their Slovakian 
population, are Ohio, New York, New Jersey, and Illinois. 

Eight Slovakian papers are published in the country, six of them in Pennsylvania, 
one of the most important being the Amerikano Slovenske Noviny, a weekly published 
in Pittsburg. 80 

" At Winnipeg the Ldaberg, Heimskrinala, and So- vians since the beginning of the tenth century, when they 

mdninQtn (this last a religious monthly) ; at Gimli the were conquered by the Hungarians. Consequently they 

Da0$*kra. feel themselves a distinct people, do not wish to be identi- 

W There is little doubt, I think, that it outranks Posen fled with the Bohemians, and since the early part of the 

with a population of 117,017. According to some Polish nineteenth century have used their own dialect as their 

estimates it would outrank Vilna (154,532) and so be the literary language, instead of the Bohemian, 

third Polish city of the world. 20 The others are Slovensky Dennik (daily), Pittsburg; 

19 Slovakian is very closely related to Bohemian, in fact Slovak V Amcrika, New York ; BraUtno, Wilkesbarre, Pa. ; 

represents a dialect, or set of dialects, co-ordinate with Slovenska Pravda, Freeland, Pa. ; Jednota, Scranton, Pa. ; 

those of Bohemia and Moravia. But the Slovak ians have Viera, Cleveland, O. ; Slovenske Noviny, Hasleton, Pa. 
been separated politically from the Bohemians and Mora- 
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Serbo-Croatian. 11 — Croatian is spoken by some 10,000, from Croatia and the 
Dalmatian coast. 

There are two Croatian papers, the Chicago Sloboda and the Branik. 

While no other city contains a larger number of Croatians (Pittsburg and Alle- 
gheny together have about the same number), the great mass of the Croatian popula- 
tion is in Pennsylvania, where there are about 38,000. The states next in order are 
Illinois, California, Ohio, Montana. 22 

There are in all seven Croatian papers, including two dailies, the Narodni List 
in New York and the Hrvatska in Allegheny." 

Of "Servians" 24 there are perhaps 100, of whom only about half a dozen are 
from the kingdom of Servia, two or three from Montenegro, four or five from Bosnia, " 
and the rest from Herzegovina or Dalmatia. 

So far as I have learned, there is nowhere in the country any considerable number 
of immigrants from Servia proper, yet the Servian element is strong enough to make 
possible the existence of five weekly newspapers calling themselves Servian." Each 
of these is printed partly in the Cyrillic and partly in the Latin alphabet There are 
said to be several hundred Montenegrins in California. 

Russian. — Russian is spoken by some 7,000, possibly as many as 10,000, nearly 
all Jews. The Census figures for Russia, whether accurate or not, are of no value for 
linguistic purposes; for they represent in large part Jews, only a small proportion of 
whom speak Russian as well as Yiddish. The American-born children even of those 
who are bilingual learn only Yiddish, so that the proportion of Russian to Yiddish- 
speaking is much less than among the Jews of Russia. 

There are probably not 100 genuine Russians, t^at is, Great Russians, in the city. 
There are, however, several hundred Ruthenians, perhaps about 500, who speak a Little 
Russian dialect. The Russian church of Chicago is made up largely of Ruthenians, 
and service was for a time held in Little Russian, now, however, in Great Russian. 

21 This embraces the speech of Servia, Bosnia, Herzego- on South Slavic literary and political movements, bat 

vina, Montenegro, the Austrian province of Dalmatia, and can hardly be illustrated more picturesquely than by an 

the Hungarian provinces of Croatia and Slavonia. incident related to me of three brothers from Ragnsa, now 

Throughout this territory is spoken a series of closely re- living in South Chicago, who ** threw knives at each other 

lated dialects, the divisions between which do not coincide because one said he was a Croatian, the other that he was 

with any political divisions. All these dialects are now a Servian, the third that he was a Dago.* 1 
represented by what is essentially the same literary Ian- In Bosnia, too, there is a Croatian as well as a Servian 

guage, though appearing in two forms — the Servian in the "party," and the Austrian officials, to avoid offending 

east, written in the Cyrillic alphabet, and the Croatian in either, call the language neither Servian nor Croatian, bat 

the west, with Agram as the center of literary activity, " the vernacular " or " Bosnian." 

written in the Latin alphabet. But a divergent political K A Croatian census, Popis Hruaia u Americi, pub- 
history and religious differences (the Servians belong to lished in Allegheny, furnishes carefully collected statistics 
the Greek Church, the Croatians to the Roman) have pre- for all the Croatian settlements in the country. It repre- 
vented any genuine feeling of unity, and, in spite of the sents an undertaking which might well be imitated by 
dicta of their scholars and literary leaders, the Croatians other nationalities. 

and Servians regard themselves as distinct peoples, each £* Besides these two and the two Chicago papers, they 

with its own language. The Dalmatians for the most part are : Naprtdak, Allegheny ; Ota, New York ; Hrvati u 

are to be grouped with the Croatians, but in the extreme Americi, Rankin, Pa. 
south there is a mixture of Croatian and Servian elements, '<** See footnote 21. 

further complicated by the Italian influence which has » The Silo and the Srbin, Pittsburg, Pa. ; 8erb$ta 

been strong in Dalmatia from the earliest period. The re- Straza, New York city ; Sloboda, San Francisco; The OidI, 

salting conditions have been elaborately treated in works Pueblo, Col. 
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In other parts of the country, too, the Russian language is represented mainly by 
the Russian Jews, so that New York, which contains by far the largest number of 
these, is the largest Russian-speaking city of the country. 

Aside from the Jews, the only considerable Russian colony is that of the Dou- 
khobors in North Dakota. 

Slovenian. — Slovenian, the Slavic language of the Austrian province of Carniola 
and parts of Carinthia, Styria, and the coast land, is spoken by about 1,500 persons, 
most of them from Carniola. 

The principal Slovenian colonies are in Cleveland, Ohio, Joliet, 111., Pueblo, Col., 
Red Jacket, Mich., in each of which there are several thousand. There are also consider- 
able numbers in Pittsburg, Leadville, Col., and in several towns in Minnesota. 

There are six Slovenian papers. 26 

Bulgarian. — Bulgarian is spoken by between 50 and 60 persons, about four-fifths 
of whom are from Macedonia. 

The next largest numbers are in Pittsburg and Philadelphia, there being about 
35 in each, and about 100 in the whole state of Pennsylvania. There are also between 
30 and 40 in Ohio and Massachusetts, about 25 in New York, about 15 in Maryland, 
New Jersey, Maine, Michigan, 10 in California, and still smaller numbers in several 
other states. In all there are in the country between 500 and 600, about four-fifths 
of whom are Macedonians, chiefly from the district of Monastir, who have come here 
within the last three or four years. Up to 1892 there were less than 100 Bulgarians 
in the country, and nearly all these were students or professional men from Bulgaria 
proper." 

A small Bulgarian bi-monthly is published in Chicago, and has some 200 
subscribers. 

Wendish. — It is almost certain that among the immigrants from Germany there 
are at least some individuals from the Wendish region about Cottbus and Bautzen, but 
they are so thoroughly Germanized as to pass everywhere for Germans, and I have 
not been able to learn definitely of any Wendish-speaking persons. 

There is a colony in Serbin, Tex., where church service is still held in Wendish. 

BALTIC 

Lithuanian. — Lithuanian is spoken by over 10,000 persons. 28 The vast majority 
of them are from Russian territory, though there are also a few Prussian Lithuanians. 
There are two Lithuanian weeklies, the Lietuva and the Katalikas. 

»2Vbva DamooinOy dereland; Amerikantki Slovenec, school census were of little ralue at the time (see footnote 

Joliet; Ola$ Naroda, New York; Qkunik* Bed Jacket; 6) and the number has been rapidly increasing since 

Mir, Pueblo; Motkito, Clereland. then. There are two very large Lithuanian Catholic con- 

„« B . «»i_j i. . i Ma it/u. gregations, not to speak of a small one in South Chicago, 

SDr.Staneff.Bnli^p^wI^ofSonthChlc^ J^the Lutherans, fiTwhom a service is held in a Germu, 

ha. taken Unocal pains tofurnish me with fall •»<»»««.. ^ ^^ During the p^ year ono thon8and 

rate information about the Bulgarians throughout the Uckete for transportation to Chicago, to be sent to relative. 



country. 

"The editor of the Lietuva estimates 14,000, and I am the aforesaid editor, who to his editorial duties adds those 
not rare that this is at all exaggerated. The figures of the of steamship agent and United States district postmaster. 



and friends in Lithuania, were sold in one office— that of 

tl 

o 
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Pennsylvania has the largest Lithuanian population, followed by Illinois, New 
York, Massachusetts, and Connecticut. There are in all six Lithuanian papers." 

Lettic. — There are about 300 Letts in the city, and also perhaps 200 Jews from 
Lettic territory who can speak Lettic. 

The number of Letts is about the same for Boston, New York, and Philadelphia, 
while there are some 250 in San Francisco, 100 in Cleveland, Ohio, 100 in Lincoln 
county, Wis., and smaller settlements in other places, making in all approximately 
2,000 in the country. 

A Lettic religious weekly, Amerikas Westnesis, is published in Boston." 

ROMANCE 

Italian. — Italian is spoken by over 25,000 persons. The Census figures, Table 
60, are 26,043, those of the school census of 1898, 22,933. 

Three Italian papers, two weeklies and one monthly, are published here, IS Italia, 
La Tribuna Italiana, and IS America. 

By far the largest Italian colony in the country is in New York city, where there 
are over 200,000, and where ten of the thirty-five Italian papers in the country 
are published. 

French. — French is spoken by from 15,000 to 20,000 persons. The Census 
figures, Table 60, are 4,498 French, 8,206 French Canadians, to which would be 
added a portion of those enumerated under Belgium and Switzerland. On the basis 
of these figures one would judge the French-speaking population to be about 17,000. tl 

One French weekly is published here, Le Courier de FOuest. 

The largest number of immigrants from France is in New York city, but the French 
Canadians are most numerous in the New England manufacturing cities, Fall River, 
Lowell, Manchester, etc. Of some thirty-five French papers nearly half are 
published in the New England states (eight in Massachusetts), but there are five in 
California and five in Louisiana. 

Spanish. — Spanish is spoken by perhaps 1,000 persons — Spaniards, Mexicans, 
Central Americans, South Americans, and West Indians in about equal proportions. 
The Census figures for persons born in these countries (Table 35), and not including 
Cubans and Porto Ricans, amount to 641. 

By far the largest Spanish-speaking population is in Texas. The Mexican 
element is strong also in Arizona, New Mexico and California, while in Florida there 

» Besides the two Chicago papers mentioned there are : church officials on the basis of their parish lists estimate 

Saule, Mahoney City, Pa. ; Vienybe Lietuvniku, Plymouth, the French-speaking population at about 60,000, made up 

Pa. ; Zvaigzde* Brooklyn, N. Y. ; Dirva, a quarterly publi- largely of French Canadians. 1 hare already aUuded to 

cation, Shenandoah, Pa. the well-known fact that many persons deny their foreign 

30 The editor, Rev. H. Rebane, is a Lutheran pastor P a ™ n , ta '* f nd »™ en ™"? d ! " ? na «™ »«-*■■•• *** 
who resides in Boston, but pays regular visits to the Lettic ? ^^ to beheTe that *• J~<* Canadujns reooried 



communities elsewhere. To him I am indebted for the in- 



in the Census represent less than one-fifth of the true num- 



formation given above. " *"• Th f ^ env ^ **«>*">« &<* I »«™ "ft ventured 

to accept these higher figures, though not denying the 
m My colleague, Professor Ingres, tells me that the possibility of their correctness. 
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are large numbers from the West Indies. Apart from the Mexicans, New York has 
the largest number of Spanish-speaking persons. All of the fifty-odd Spanish papers 
of the country appear in the states named, there being twelve in New York city. 

Roumanian. — Roumanian is spoken by perhaps 2,000 Roumanian Jews. The 
Census gives only 287 as born in Roumania, but they have been arriving in larger num- 
bers within the last two years. Estimates of the number vary widely, some running 
as high as 4,000. The number given is hardly more than a guess. 

A large proportion of all the Roumanian Jews in the country is in New York 
city. Aside from the Jews, I have not learned of any considerable number of Rou- 
manians anywhere," and the Roumanian language seems to be represented almost 
wholly by the Jews from Roumania, with some Gypsies who speak Roumanian. 

Portuguese. — Portuguese is spoken by only a few dozen persons. The Census 
gives 21 as born in Portugal. 

Most of the Portuguese population of the country is in Massachusetts and Cali- 
fornia, in each of which there are over 12,000 born in Portugal. The five Portuguese 
papers of the country appear in these states. 

CELTIC 

Irish. — Irish is spoken by upwards of 10,000 persons certainly, and probably by 
as many as 15,000. The first number would be within the 14J per cent, of the 
73,912 born in Ireland (Census, Table 35), 14 J being the percentage of the popula- 
tion of Ireland which can speak Irish. But immigration is especially strong from 
those counties in which Irish is most spoken, so that the percentage of Irish speakers 
among the Irish-born of Chicago (and in general in this country) is without doubt 
somewhat larger. Moreover, the revival of interest in the Irish language, fostered by 
the Gaelic League, has had the result, unique* in the history of our foreign population, 
that not a few adults have learned their native tongue for the first time in this country. 
There are also some of the second generation who learn Irish at home or in the classes 
of the Gaelic League. But this enthusiasm for the language, after all, affects but a 
small proportion of the Irish population, and it would not be safe to assume any very 
large additions to the number of those who spoke Irish when they came here. 

Neither here nor elsewhere, even in Ireland, so far as I am aware, is there any 
newspaper published entirely in Irish. But most of the papers devoted to Irish inter- 
ests print, occasionally at least, addresses, poems, stories, etc., in the native language. 

The number of Irish-speaking persons is, of course, everywhere proportionate to 
the total number of Irish, which is greatest in New York city, followed by Philadel- 
phia, Chicago, and Boston. In the whole country there are probably about one-quar- 

32 A young Roumanian from Bessarabia whom I met in anian or Slovakian here. And I now recall that one of 

Chicago did not know of any other Roumanians in the city. the Lithuanian priests in Chicago, who preaches regularly 

«3 Or almost unique. Professor Wiener tells me he has in Lithuanian, told me he learned it in this country. His 

met some Lithuanians and some Slovakians who spoke father had spoken Lithuanian, but he himself only Polish 

only Polish or Hungarian before coming to this country, am * Russian, 
but, joining their respective societies, have learned Lithu- 
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ter of a million of Irish-speaking persons, which is more than a third of the number in 
Ireland. 

Welsh. — Welsh is probably spoken by about 2,000 persons, the total Welsh 
population here being 4,000 or 5,000. 

More than a third of all the Welsh in the country are in the mining regions of 
Pennsylvania, the states next in order being Ohio and New York. There are three 
Welsh papers, the most important being Y Drych, a weekly published at Utica, N. Y. 

Scotch Gaelic. — The Scotch Gaelic, closely allied to the Irish, is spoken by per- 
haps 500 persons. There are nearly 20,000 Scotch in the city, but, of course, only a 
small number from the parts of Scotland where Gaelic is still spoken. 

In Canada there are some pure Gaelic settlements, where church services are still 
held in Gaelic. One of these is in Gananoque, Ontario. 

Manx. — Manx, also closely related to Irish, is spoken by perhaps 100 persons. 
This is on the assumption that of the 400 or 500 Manxmen in the city, the proportion 
of Manx-speaking persons is about the same as on the Isle of Man. But it may be 
less, and a Manx informant has the idea that there are only a few dozen who can speak 
Manx. 

The principal Manx center is Cleveland, Ohio. Settlements in the neighborhood 
of the city were made as early as 1827, and there are said to be now in the suburbs 
and immediate vicinity as many as 8,000 of Manx birth or descent. 1 * There are also 
considerable numbers of Manxmen in New Orleans, San Francisco, Rochester, and 
Albany. 

Breton. — The Breton or Armorican, spoken in Brittany and allied more closely 
with the Welsh and the extinct Cornish than with the Irish, is represented by a few 
dozen of the immigrants from France. 

I have not learned of any distinctly Breton settlements in this country, and doubt 
if there are any. But wherever there are French immigrants in large numbers, there 
are certain to be some from Brittany, and it is safe to conclude, in the absence of more 
specific evidence, that the largest number of Breton-speaking persons is in New York 
city. 

GREEK 

Modern Greek. — Modern Greek is spoken by about 4,000, possibly by 5,000. 
The Census, Table 35, gives only 1,493, and the school census of 1898 only 1,644 of 
Greek birth. But the school census of 1896 gave 3,711, and since then the number 
is known to have increased. 85 

Chicago has the largest Greek population of any city in the country, followed by 

84 A Cleveland lawyer of Manx descent, who has kindly earlier Manx settlements with anything like such rapidity 

given me the above information, has the impression that as in the Isle of Man itself. 

most of the generation born in this country are, like him- t&The discrepancy is probably to be accounted for by 

self, bilingual, having learned Manx as the language of the the fact that at certain times a Urge proportion of the 

household. If this is true, it indicates that the proportion Greeks are at work out of the city, 
of those able to speak Manx has not diminished in our 
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New York, Lowell, Boston, San Francisco, Philadelphia, Savannah, Pittsburg, Charles- 
ton, New Orleans, in the order named. 

There are two Greek newspapers, both published in New York, the 'hrXavrk and 
the ScpfMirvkiu, 

ALBANIAN 

Albanian. — Albanian, representing an independent branch of Indo-European 
of which no other languages are extant, is spoken by perhaps one or two hundred of 
the immigrants from Greece. 

A large proportion of the Greeks come from the southern part of the Pelopon- 
nesus, where there are very few Albanians, while from Attica, Boeotia, and other 
parts where the Albanian element is strongest, the number of immigrants is much 
smallei. 

From Albania proper there are probably no representatives, nor, as far as I know, 
from the Albanian towns of southern Italy. 

In other parts of the country the distribution of the Albanian element will cor- 
respond roughly to that of the Greek element. 

ARMENIAN 

Armenian. — Armenian, which, like Albanian, is the sole representative of an 
independent branch of the Indo-European family, is spoken by some 125 persons. 

Except for New York city, with 2,500, most of the Armenians are in the New 
England cities. Worcester has 1,500, Boston 800, Providence 800, Lawrence 350, 
Lynn 300, etc. 

There are five Armenian papers, three of which are published in Boston, one in 
Cambridge, and one in Fresno, Calif.* 

INDOIRANIAN 

Neither Persian nor any of the other modern Iranian languages is represented 
here, as far as I have been able to learn. Nor do I know of any Hindus living here 
at the present time. 

Oypsy. — The Indie branch, however, is not entirely unrepresented, since there are 
nearly always some Gypsies in the outskirts of the city or in the immediate vicinity. 
And, as is well known, the Gypsy language still retains a large element, which, in spite 
of the accretions from other languages, clearly betrays its origin in India. In the 
summer of 1901 there was here a large number of Gypsies recently arrived from Rou- 
mania and Bessarabia, who spoke Roumanian and Russian as well as Gypsy. But most 
of the Gypsies who frequent the city from year to year belong to a family which came 
to this country, after living for some time in Bavaria, from Croatia, and call them- 
selves Hungarian Gypsies. 

*The Hayrenik, the GoUchnag, and the Tzain Haireniatz, Boston; the Loyce, Cambridge ; The Citizen, Fresno, 
California. 
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FINNO-HUNGARIAN w 

Hungarian. — The number of Hungarian-speaking persons is difficult to estimate 
even roughly. There are about 1,000 Magyars in South Chicago, Pullman, and the 
other manufacturing districts in the southern outskirts of the city. These, of course, 
are entirely Hungarian in speech. Nearly all the Hungarians in the city proper, of 
whom there are many thousands, are Jews, there being two Hungarian- Jewish churches. 
Some of these are as thoroughly Hungarian in speech and in sentiment as the Magyars 
themselves, but many, on the other hand, belong to our earliest class of immigrants 
from Hungary and left at a time when German influence was predominant, so that 
German rather than Hungarian is their mother-tongue, and their children, so far as 
they learned anything but English, acquired German, not Hungarian. As to the 
actual numbers of the Jews from Hungary, and their descendants, and the proportion 
which speak Hungarian, I have received the most divergent opinions. It is safe to say 
that Hungarian is spoken by 5,000, while some would place the number at several 
times this. 

Of the cities, New York has the largest Hungarian population, with Cleveland, O., 
second. Of the states, Pennsylvania stands first, followed by New York and Ohio. 
There are five Hungarian papers, three in New York and two in Cleveland." 

Finnish. — Finnish is spoken by about 500 persons. The center of the Finnish 
population is in the Calumet mining regions of Michigan. Next to Michigan, with 
18,910 Finnish born, according to the Census, comes Minnesota, with about 10,000, fol- 
lowed by Massachusetts with about 5,000. 

There are fourteen Finnish papers, seven of them appearing in Michigan." 

Esthonian. — There are said to be three Esthonian families in Chicago. New York 
and San Francisco have each about 150 Esths, and altogether in the country there are 
about 400. " An Esthonian religious paper, Amerika Eesti Postimces, is published 
in Boston by the same editor as the Lettic paper. 

SEMITIC 

Arabic. — Arabic is spoken by the Syrians, numbering between 300 and 500. In 
New York, which has the greatest number of Syrians, there are four papers published 
in Arabic, No account is taken of Hebrew, which, however familiar in Jewish serv- 
ices, is not actually a spoken language anywhere. 

For Yiddish see above, p. 9. 

I' While this is as definite a language family as Indo- "The KristiUisia 8anomia % IfaAarsta, Stirtotataea, 

European or Semitic its relationship with other families HHigtau Vag* Brooklyn ; Nai*e*LcktL,8uo>mctar % r/ssftset, 



often grouped with it under the head of M Ural-Altaic w is Todihuien Jovkfeo, Calumet, Mich.; Fain 

of a less decisive character. Owing to this, and also to the RcuitiuslekH, Hancock, Mich.; JTaJcms, Manistee, Mich.; 

fact that outside of Finno-Hungarian the Turkish is the Uuri KotimuMO, New York Mills, Minn. ; AtmtriktmSemomai^ 

only representative here of the Ural-Altaic, I have ignored Asterbill Harbor, Ohio; Itoftnu, Fitchburg, Mass. 
this more general grouping, and simply mentioned Turkish «*Eren the Livonians of the northern extremity of 

below, under "other languages," Courland, relics of another Finnish people from which 

»8**h*d*dQ and Jtfopyar Hinmond^ Cleveland ; Sep*- Livonia takes its name and numbering in 1881 only 3£SB in 

tor*, Amerikai AmieV, and /Vtfy-PaJatfy, New York. all, are represented by a few families in New York city. 
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OTHER LANGUAGES 

Chinese. — Chinese is spoken by between one and two thousand persons. 

As is well known, the Chinese element is strongest in California and the other 
Pacific states. In the East the greatest number is in New York. 

There are two Chinese papers, one in New York, the other in San Francisco. 

Japanese. — Japanese is spoken by less than a hundred persons. The Census gives 
80 as born in Japan. 

The Japanese are most numerous in California, Washington, Oregon, Montana, and 
Idaho in the order named. 

Turkish. — As far as I can learn, there are no Turks in the city at present, though 
one or two remained stranded here for some years after the exposition of 1893. But 
the Turkish language is not unrepresented, for the reason that nearly all the 
Armenians, that is, all the male adults, speak Turkish in addition to their own lan- 
guage. 

There are probably very few Turks anywhere in the country, the language being 
represented mainly by the Armenian population, which is almost exclusively from 
Turkish Armenia. 

Basque. — Basque is represented by a few individuals only. I have not learned of 
any considerable number of Basques anywhere in the country. 41 

The native Indian languages are almost wholly unrepresented. There is a resi- 
dent physician who is a full-blooded Sioux, and occasionally a party of Indians is 
brought here for a few months for commercial purposes. But practically the Indian 
languages play no part in the linguistic conditions of the city. 

I have not learned of any representations of the Malay-Polynesian group of 
languages, though it is quite possible that there are a few Hawaiians or Samoans 
engaged in business. The Census gives 46 as born in the Pacific Islands, but these are 
probably of American parentage. 

SUMMARY 

The most notable characteristic of Chicago's foreign population is the strength of 
the Scandinavian and Slavic elements. No other city in the country contains any- 
thing like as many representatives of these groups. The Slavs number over a quarter 
of a million, and of the large divisions which we have made above, Slavic comes next 
to Germanic, a place which would be occupied by Romance in New York, Philadelphia, 
or Boston. Taking the languages without regard to the classification previously fol- 
lowed, the following are those of which Chicago furnishes the largest representation of 
any city in the country: Polish, Swedish, Bohemian, Norwegian, Dutch, Danish, 
Croatian, Slovakian, Lithuanian, and Greek. 

« 1 hare talked with a Basque in Boston who came to elsewhere in the country, from which I infer that there are 
this country some forty years ago with five others from the no Basque colonies of any size, though there are probably 
same town, all now dead. He has no knowledge of Basques a few individuals of this race in most of the larger cities. 
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In the following table the languages are given in the order of their numerical 
strength in Chicago, so far as this can be determined. As explained before, the num- 
bers are only approximate. The asterisks indicate those languages, already named, 
which are spoken by greater numbers in Chicago than in other cities of this country: 



about 

German 500,000 Chinese 

♦Polish 125,000 Spanish - 

♦Swedish 100,000 Finnish 

♦ Bohemian 90,000 Scotch Gaelic 

♦Norwegian 50,000 Lettic - 

Yiddish 50,000 Arabic - 

♦Dutch 35,000 Armenian - 

Italian 25,000 Manx - 

♦Danish 20,000 Icelandic 

French 15,000 Albanian 

Irish 10,000 Bulgarian - 

♦ Croatian and Servian - - - 10,000 Turkish - 

♦Slovakian 10,000 Japanese 

♦Lithuanian 10,000 Portuguese 



about 



}>.< 



000 



Russian - 

Hungarian 

♦Greek - 

Frisian 

Roumanian 

Welsh 

Slovenian 

Flemish 



7,000 Breton 
5,000 Esthonian 
4,000 Basque 

Gypsy - 
1,000 

to 
2,000 



500 



250 



100 



less 
than 
100 
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TWO TWICE-TOLD TALES 

J. J. Meyer 

Benfey, in his Paficatantra, VoL I, p. 442, mentions the story of Kinnara as a 
parallel to a certain far-spread Hindu " Tale of the Faithless Wife." ! The magnificent 
collection of the Pali Jataka was not accessible to the great pioneer. We have it now 
— six beautiful volumes, edited by the master hand of FausboU. When I read these 
stories for the first time some years ago I gladly hailed as an old acquaintance also the 
tale of Queen Einnara in the Kundlajataka. For this is the oldest form known at 
present of Ariosto's excellent novella of Astollo and Giocondo (Orlando Furioso, canto 
28). After a second perusal of the Jataka book some time later, I concluded to call 
the attention of others to the matter. But just when I wanted to publish the following 
translation and notes I saw in the Rassegna bibliografica delta letteratura italiana of 
February, 1899, a notice to the effect that Professor P. E. Pavolini had shown in the 
eleventh volume of the Oiornale della Societd, Asiatica a striking similarity between 
Ariosto's novella and the Kundlajataka. I see now that Professor Pavolini only 
gives a brief abstract of the Jataka, and that the remarks he offers are different from 
mine. So there seems to be room for the following pages. 

The tale of Einnara is embodied in the Kundlajataka (The Jataka, ed. FausbOll, 
Vol. V, pp. 437 ff.). Thus we are told: 

In times gone by there was in Benares a king by the name of Kandari, who was most 
handsome in face and form. Daily his ministers brought a thousand boxes of perfumes to him, 
anointed his palace with them, split the perfume boxes, and with this scented wood cooked his 
meals. His wife was very beautiful and named Einnara. His domestic chaplain, Pancalacanda 
by name, was endowed with wisdom and of the same age with the king. Now, at the king's 
castle, inside the wall, there had grown up a jambu tree [rose apple tree], the branches of which 
hung over the top of the wall, and in the shade of this tree there dwelt a cripple loathsome 
and ugly of figure. 

One day when Queen Einnara was looking through the window she saw him and fell in 
love with him. After she had bestowed her favors on the king the next night, and he had fallen 
asleep, she softly rose, put most delicious food of different kinds into a golden vessel, and, 
conveying this in the folds of her dress, she descended by means of a rope made of cloth 9 down 
through the window [evidently first alighting upon the top of the wall], and mounted the rose 
apple tree. Then she descended by means of the branches, fed the cripple, sinned (with him), 
and then again ascended to the palace in the way she had come. With perfumes she shampooed 
her body and laid herself down with the king. In this manner she continually sinned with that 
man and the king knew it not. 

One day he passed around the city in solemn procession. Entering his palace he saw the 

i Cf. the article of F. L. Pull* in the fourth volume of (1898, pp. 165-73) ; also J. J. Meyeb, Dandiru DaQakumara- 
theO»ornol«d«WaSoci«*d^«a«cattoI»ana(1890,pp.l29-64), caritam (Leipsig, 1902), pp. 87-96. 
and P. K. Pavolxhx in the eleventh volume of that journal * Or perhaps rather : " of her outer garment" 
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cripple, who presented a most pitiful appearance, 1 lying in the shade of the rose apple tree, and 
he said to his domestic chaplain: "See this specter of a man?" "Yes, my Lord." "Now, I 
wonder, friend, whether a woman would approach such a disgusting fellow in amorous passion!" 
When the cripple heard these words he was filled with vanity and thought: " What says this 
king? He is not aware, it seems, that his own queen comes to me." Saluting the tree respect- 
fully by raising his joined hands to his forehead, he said: " Hear thou, O lordly deity who wast 
born in this rose apple tree; save thee nobody knows this matter." 

When the domestic chaplain saw him do this he reflected: " Surely the king's queen consort 
comes by way of the rose apple tree and sins with him." [Should this miraculous insight 
surprise anybody, let him remember that this domestic chaplain was the Buddha himself in one 
of his anterior births.] And he asked the king: " O, great king, how is the touch of the queen's 
body in the night time?" 

" I observed nothing else, friend; but in the middle watch of the night her body is cold." 

" Then, my lord, to say nothing of other women — your consort, Queen Kinnara, sins with him." 

" What are you talking about, friend? How should such a lady, endowed with the highest 
charms, amuse herself with such a most hideous fellow?" 

"Try her then, my lord." 

" All right," he said, and the following night, having supped, he retired with the queen and 
thinking, " I will try her," he feigned to have fallen asleep when the time came that he usually 
fell asleep. She rose and did as she was wont. The king followed her and stood still below 
the rose apple tree. 

The cripple was angry with the queen and he boxed her ears, 4 saying: " You loitered too long 
incoming." Then she pleaded: "Do not be angry, my lord; I watched for the king to fall 
asleep." And she was like a wife in his house. 

But when he struck her one of her ear-rings, shaped like a lion's face (or mouth), bounded 
away from her ear and dropped at the feet of the king. The king thought, "This is enough to 
serve my purpose," took the ring, and returned. After having transgressed with the cripple, she 
also returned in her former manner and commenced to lie with the king. He pushed her back 
and on the next day commanded: " The Queen Kinnara shall come to me bedecked with all the 
ornaments I gave her." She said, " My lion-ring is at the goldsmith's," and did not come. 
When she had been sent for again she came with one ring. The king asked: " Where is your 
ring?" " At the goldsmith's." He called the goldsmith. " Why do you not give her her ring?" 
he said. " I did not receive it, my lord." The king got angry and said: " You wicked pariah 
woman, your goldsmith must look like me." And throwing the ring down before her he said to 
the domestic chaplain: " You spoke the truth, friend; go and have her head cut off." 

He (the chaplain) put her away somewhere in the king's house, drew near the king and 
said: " My lord, be not angry with Queen Kinnara; all women are that way. And if you wish to 
see the bad nature of women, I will show you their wickedness and many wiles. Gome, we will 
travel incognito through the land." 

The king assented, intrusted the kingdom to his mother, and set forth with him upon their 
journey. When they came to a cross-road [or, after they had traveled twelve miles], 1 they sat 
down at the highway. 

• The dictionaries, both Sanskrit and Pali, give only & The Pali text has here the reading te$am yqfdnamaff- 

u com passion" for karupya (karuflha). But wo can hardly gam gantva mahamagoe nitinnanam, which is clearly 

translate " who roused the deepest compassion." wrong. Two emendations easily suggest themselves. We 

4 Literally ,4 struck her on the orifice of her ears with mi « nt read tc * am Bamyco'anamagoaf^ gantva* etc, L e., 

hii hand"- hatthena kanncuahkhaliyam pahari ; cf. ** when they had come to a cross-way." One of the two »o» 

Sumanoala+'ilasini, p. 311, last line, and p. 312, first line: immediately following each other would ▼cry naturally 

bhikkhum kannasahkhaliyam paharitva. Kannasahkhalt ha ™ dropped out through the negligence of the scribe, 

ii the Skt. karnacashkuli. But 0*ntoa (instead of patva) would then bo a little 
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A landed proprietor who was celebrating his son's wedding came along with great pomp 
and retinue and the girl (the bride) seated in a palankin. When the domestic chaplain saw this 
he said : "If you wish, it is possible to make this girl sin with you." 

" How can you say sot Her retinue is too great for that, friend." 

"See then, my lord," said the chaplain. 

He stepped forward, made a tent not far from the road, and put the king into the tent, he 
himself sitting down at the wayside weeping. Then the landed proprietor, seeing him, inquired : 
** Why do you weep, my good sir? " 

" My wife is very big with child; I started upon the way to take her to the home of her kin. 
But on the highway her throes came upon her; she is laboring within the tent, no woman is at 
her side and I cannot go there. I do not know what will become of it." 

"You must get a woman. Don't weep; there are many women; one will go." 

'Then this girl here shall go, and it will be a lucky omen also for her." 

The man thought: "He speaks the truth; it will be an omen betokening luck to her too; 
she will increase in sons and daughters; " and he sent her. She entered there, saw the king, 
fell in love with him, and sinned with him. The king gave her the seal-ring from his finger. 
When she had finished and returned from out of the tent, they asked her : " What has she 
borne? " She answered : " A son of golden hue." The landed proprietor took her and journeyed 
on with his train. 

The chaplain also went to the king and said: "You see, my lord, even a young girl is so 
wicked, far more the other women. But have you given her anything? " 

" Yes, the seal-ring from my finger." 

" I will not allow her that." 

He rapidly strode on, caught up with the palankin* and when they asked : " What is the 
matter? " he answered : " She took the seal-ring with her that had been placed under my wife's 
pillow. Give me the seal-ring, my good lady." She wounded the brahman's hand with her 
finger-nails when she gave him the ring and said : " Take it, you rascal." 

Thus by various stratagems the brahman brought it about that the king could see (with his 

strange. Or we might read tesam yojanamaggam gantva, identification of Saketa with Ayodhya, adducing conclu- 
etc, ». e., " after they had gone & yojana'* way." An objec- sive proofs for this view, and identifies Savatthi with Sowet 
tion to that reading would be this that twelve miles was and the modern Sahet-Mahet. Whatever explanation we 
too long a journey to find the first pliant woman. That may adopt to reconcile the Mahavagga with these state- 
were not in keeping with the spirit of the fairy tale, ments, it is clear that the yojana of the Mahavagga 
especially as the king was " very fair of form and figure." amounts to vastly more than two or three miles, unless we 
But although Childers gives a yojana as twelve miles, that reject Cunningham's identification, which seems to rest on 
does not seem to be so very correct. The statements a very solid basis, or assume that another Saketa is meant, 
regarding the yojana differ greatly. Obsterley, Baital a very improbable expedient. On the other hand, in 
Pacchisi, p. 48, says a yojana — about nine miles; Stein, Sutta 89 of the Majjhima-Nikaya King Pasenadi looks at 
Rajataranginl (transl.), Vol. VII, p. 893, about six miles ; the park of Nangaraka. There the thought of visiting 
Cbookjs, Popular Religion and Folklore of Northern Buddha enters his mind. But the Master is sojourning in 
India, p. 232, ten miles; Monteb Williams, tub voce, Metalumpa. The king is told that the distance between the 
informs us: " Sometimes regarded as equal to four or five two places is not great, only three yojana* % and that one 
English miles, but more correctly =» four krocas or about could ride to Metalumpa during the rest of the day 
nine miles; according to other calculations = two and (diva*ava*e*ena). The king's charioteer actually takes his 
one-half English miles, and according to some = eight lord there in time. Such a thing would have been impos- 
krocas." Professor Lanman writes me : " It is 00 yojanas sible, it seems, if a yojana were between twelve and seven 
from Kapilavatthu to Bajagaha (Jat. I, p. 85, 1. SI), that is miles. A distance of about eight miles in all appears to be 
about 150 miles, perhaps — that gives only 2 or 3 miles for a quite enough for the " rest of the day," the roads in ancient 
yojanana." Cunningham takes the yojana as seven miles. India not being of the ideal kind. Perhaps the yojana 
Mahavagga^ VII, 1, mentions six yojana* as the distance (literally ** a distance traversed in one harnessing orwith- 
between Saketa and Savatthi ; according to the Fa-Hian, out unyoking ") was just as indefinite in old India as 
it was eight yojana*. Counting the yojana as seven miles, now is the term " mile " which has to be qualified by 
the Chinese traveler's statement would give us fifty-six "English," " German," *• geographical," etc., in order to be 
miles, which is correct according to Cunningham (Ancient correctly understood. 
Geography of India, Vol. I, p. 409), who accepts the common * Perhaps, rather, "stopped the palankin." 
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own eyes) many other licentious women, and he said: " This is enough for this place, let us go 
elsewhere, my lord." 

The king roamed through all Jambudvipa [lit.," the island of the rose apple tree," t. «., 
India], and then he declared: "All women (outside of Jambudvipa) will be the same way. 
What of them ! Let us return." So they went back to Benares. 

The chaplain pleaded with the king : " Such, O great king, are all women, of such a 
bad quality is their nature; pardon Queen Einnara." He pardoned her and expelled her 
from his court; and as he had deprived her of her station he chose another queen consort. 
And the cripple he caused to be driven away, and the branch of the rose apple tree (that hung 
over the top of the wall) he had cut down. 

It will be seen at a glance that this old Buddhist version of the story is very 
interesting in many respects. A careful comparison with the Arabian and Italian tales 
points to several things. I mention only a few. 

The story of Shah Zaman (Shahseman) or of Giocondo being cured of his heart- 
ache by seeing the king's wife doing the same thing as his own spouse is here missing. 
But that is of no importance at all. The story of " The Lady in the Box," which 
forms a separate Jdtaka in the Pali collection, we see in the Arabian Nights 
woven into the introductory story, with which originally it had no connection at all. 
A multitude of similar cases might be pointed out. These productions of the people's 
fancy grow not only from within, but also from without The different versions drop the 
one incident and add another, either by spontaneous growth or more frequently by 
appropriating another story or part of another story. This story of " The Lady in 
the Box " must serve, in the Arabian Nights, the same purpose as the king's salutary 
ramble through various countries in the Buddhistic tale and in the Orlando Furio80. 

The Arab story-teller could not use this portion. The old Hindu looks upon the 
frailty of the fair sex rather with the sadly smiling eye of the philosopher. And the 
numerous angry invectives against women in Hindu literature notwithstanding, we 
even meet a multitude of stories where the tricks which amorous women play their 
relatives, and especially their husbands, are described with the same inward chuckle 
as in the "laughing tales" of Boccaccio, Bandello, and others. The Muhammedan 
spirit is severer and fiercer. Shahryar (Sheherban) puts to death his wife and a host 
of other women (1,095, if there was no leap year among those three years) ; the king 
of Benares spares his guilty spouse upon the intercession of his chaplain. And then, 
just think of a Muhammedan ruler roving through the land and introducing himself 
by stealth into as many harems as possible in order to learn by experience that no 
woman is true and chaste if she can help it! 

Another consideration is this : Adhering to the original version, the Arabian 
collection could hardly have introduced Sheherezade, who is so pre-eminently neces- 
sary. The Arabian adaptations of these old tales are often better than the more original 
forms, but the otherwise excellent story of "The Lady in the Box" seems to me here 
a rather inferior substitute for the way in which the king is made to see the depravity 
of all womankind in our Pali Jdtaka and in Ariosto's novella. We must concede that 
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this king Shahryar is drawn with a masterhand, and the spirit of the fairy-tale, 
especially the Arabian fairy-tale, is manifested in a sparkling manner. This poor 
lady has been cruelly torn away from her bridegroom by the Jinni ; ladies do not like 
to be put into boxes of this kind, not even in the countries of the harem ; such treat- 
ment would be sufficient to raise the spirit of deviltry in a Penelope; still our sultan 
Shahryar, like a true eastern despot, infers from this exceptional case that all women act 
like the one now before him, which is a flat contradiction of his previous attitude toward 
the question. He is the type of the stupid, cruel prince so common in eastern tales. 

By the way, this peculiarity of the Nights that they usually — Harun ar Rashid, 
of course, excepted — depict princes as rather dull, hasty, bloody, etc., whereas their 
ministers are models of insight, prudence, energy, and other good qualities, is doubt- 
less in a great measure due to the fact that the Nights go back to the Jdtaka as 
their principal fountain-head. In the Jdtaka Boddhisatta (the later Buddha) is again 
and again born as a king's minister, and as such restrains and instructs his impetuous 
and often weak-minded lord. Now, we know that in the Orient ministers of state are, 
as a rule, no better, and even worse, than their masters, or slaves, i. e., the princes. So 
the Nights can in this respect hardly have copied life. Still, the noble family of the 
Barmecides, for instance, may have contributed colors to this bright, ideal picture of 
the vezir. But, in spite of many excellent traits in the Arabian tale, the best, most 
essential, and most extraordinary part of the whole story, i. e., the king's peculiar 
exploratory tour, together with a few other things in our Jdtaka, go to makeup a bet- 
ter narrative than the Muhammedan adaptation. 

That the story when it became known to the Muhammedans contained this journey of 
the king through various countries and his amorous adventures with a multitude of women 
is also clearly shown by the manner in which the substitute for this portion is introduced. 
When Shahryar with his own eyes had seen his queen in the loving embrace of the 
negro Said, he said, according to Burton's literal translation of the Arabian Nights: 

" Let us up as we are and depart forthright hence, for we have no concern with kingship, 
and let us overwander Allah's earth, worshiping the Almighty till we find some one to whom 
the like calamity hath happened; and if we find none then will death be more welcome to us 
than life." So the two brothers issued from a second private postern of the palace; and they 
never stinted wayfaring by day and by night, until they reached a tree a-middle of a meadow — 
hard by a spring of sweet water on the shore of the sea. 

Then happens the story of "The Lady in the Box" and their immediate return 
home. The words quoted seem to indicate beyond doubt that the tale when the 
Muhammedans borrowed it described a far more extensive and very different journey 
of the two. Why should they make so much ado, give up the kingdom, set out upon 
the way to " overwander Allah's earth" simply and exclusively in order to find a single 
and solitary woman who would not be loyal to her husband or lover? It is true, our 
king Shahryar is no miracle of intelligence, and the way in which he is stupefied by 
his wife's colored liaison renders him very naive and amusing. Still he has just now 
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seen eleven women follow their lewd desires; his brother's wife added makes twelve; 
he is an oriental, a Muhammedan, and as such cannot help but have imbibed a some- 
what realistic philosophy in puncto foeminarum. So this whole portion is simply 
ridiculous, and the words quoted above and the things that came to pass thereupon 
can be explained only by the fact that the Muhammedans found these words, although 
quite different in some respects, in the story and transplanted them into their own 
version, the final development of which renders them so utterly incongruous, to say 
nothing of other blemishes. 

So the outcome seems to be this: The theory that Ariosto has taken over the 
introductory story from the Arabian Nights is untenable. But we see everywhere 
how very tenacious certain incidents and even phrases are in these tales of the people, 
their marked pliability and even Proteus-like transformations in some respects not- 
withstanding. It were possible, therefore, that Ariosto nevertheless got the story 
through the instrumentality of the Arabs. A version conforming more to the original 
tale and independent of the introduction to the Nights might still have been current 
among the Arabs at that time. But this is not very probable. We know that the 
manuscripts of the celebrated Arabian collection differ in a most astonishing manner. 
But the introduction — together with a number of other tales — is the same every- 
where, as far as matter is concerned, and even the wording varies here not essentially. 
"The Introduction (with a single incidental story 'The Bull and the Ass 9 ) .... 
may be placed in our tenth century," says Burton in his translation (Vol. X, p. 93). 
His opinion is certainly entitled to respect. All Arabists, I think, agree that the 
introduction is one of the oldest parts. Now, it seems not very plausible that another 
version should have survived among the Arabs down to Ariosto's time side by side 
with its all-powerful rival in the Nights. I would rather incline to the opinion that 
the story was brought to Italy from Russia. We know that intercourse between these 
two countries was quite lively at that time. But as I cannot show up the Slavic link, 
I must give this as a mere, though very probable, supposition. 

Like the other stories of the introduction to the Arabian Nights, the one most 
important of them all for the collection is of Hindu origin; the Sheherezade, most 
famous and typical of Arabian girls, is found in the tales of the Jainas, an old reli- 
gious sect of India. Jacobi, in his well-known book Ausgewdhlte Erzdhlungcn in 
Mdhdrdshtrl (1880) has published the Prakrit text of the story, and many a reader 
of this valuable volume must have recognized the identity. But, so far as I know, 
nobody has yet considered it worth while to speak about the matter. So I subjoin an 
almost literal translation. The story is found pp. 49 ff. It is taken from a com- 
mentary of Devendra which was finished in 1073 A. D. 7 Devendra himself calls his 
work an epitome of a book of (Jantyacarya. 8 The tale runs thus: 

i Jacobi jri ves Sam vat 1179, t. e„ 1122-23 A. D. But this * Of him Pavolini (in his article, " Vicende del tipo di 

mistake has been corrected by Lkumann, " Die Legende Muladeva," Oiornale delta Socicta Aiiatica italiana* VoL 

yon Citta und Sambhuta," Wiener ZeiUchrift fUr die IX, p. 178) says : " verosimilmeute di poco posteriore alia 

Kundc dcs Margenlandes, Vol. V, p. 112. redazione definitivo del oanone dei jaina (464 d. C.)." 
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There is here in India a city named Khiipaitthiyam. Jiyasattu was king there. Once 
the king commenced a picture-gallery and handed it over to the guild of painters in equal por- 
tions [*. e., assigned the head of every family — professions being hereditary in India — an 
equal share of the work to be done]. Many painters painted. Also an old painter, Cittangaa 
by name, painted. A long time passed. And his young daughter, Kanayamanjari by name, 
brought him his meals. One day she was on her way to her father with his dinner in her 
hands, when a horseman came along the king's highway, that was crowded with people, on his 
horse, making it run at full speed. And she fled in fear. Then after he had rushed by she 
went to her father. When Cittangaa saw that his meal had come, he went to ease nature. To 
while away time Kanayamanjari painted there in colors, on the paved floor, a peacock's feather 
entirely true to nature. 

In the meanwhile King Jiyasattu came to the picture-gallery. Looking at the paintings 
he saw the peacock's feather on the paved floor, and thinking, " It's beautiful," he stretched out 
his hand to pick it up. He broke his nails, which were like pearl-oyster shells. Abashed he 
looked into space. 

Kanayamanjari said with a laugh: "While I reflected, 'A chair doesn't stand on three 
legs,' and sought the fourth foolish man, I have now found you as the fourth leg." 

The king said: " How is that? Tell me the whole matter as it is." 

She said laughing: " While I brought my father his meal a man rode a horse in hot haste 
on the king's highway. He had not a bit of pity, for old people, children, women, and all other 
weak people that passed along were trampled down. Therefore this horseman, being an arrant 
fool, is the chair's first leg. The second leg is the king, by whom the picture-gallery has been 
assigned to the painters in equal shares. In the individual families there are many painters. 
My father is, firstly, without a son; secondly, an old man; thirdly, poor. But although he is 
such, an equal portion (of the work) has been set down for him (which he cannot do under the 
circumstances). The third leg is my father here, because while painting at this picture-gallery 
he has spent what he had earned before; now I bring him any food I get, and when it has 
come — he goes to ease nature! What a dull man he is! " 9 

The king said: " Why am I the fourth leg?" 

The other said : " Now, anyone knows at once : ' How should a peacock's feather come 
here indeed! ' If it [the feather] had been brought here in some way or other, even then one 
would perceive it by the eye at once." ,0 

The king said : " I am really a fool and as such the fourth leg of the chair." Hearing how 
(cleverly) she put her words together and seeing the loveliness of her body, he became enamored 
of her. But when Kanayamanjari had given her father to eat she went home. 

By mouth of Sugutta, his prime minister, the king asked Cittangaa for Kanayamanjari. 
He said : " We are poor. How could we celebrate the marriage and pay the king due honor! " 

This was told the king. He had Cittangaa's house filled with money, grain, and gold. 
On an auspicious lunar-day, in an auspicious hour, Kanayamanjari was married ( by the king) 
in great splendor. A palace and a great multitude of female slaves were bestowed on her. 

Now the king had many queens; every one (of them) entered the king's sleeping apart- 
ment on the night when her turn came. And on that day the order was given that it was 

*8iyala % Sanskrit, Qltala, "cold/* seems to be used had thought for a moment that the feather had been 

just as ja4a for "cold, torpid, senseless, stupid," in San- there, he would have rectified the mistake right away («. 

skrit. e., perceived that it was no real feather). Or : Even if the 

10 Or "by his intelligence." The literal translation feather had been brought there, one (i. c, people) would 

would be: "It might have been brought here in some way have seen Jt ri «ht away < and P*<*ed it ud, of course, not 

or other [so one might object]. Even then one would per- leaving it till the king came) 
ceive it," etc. The sense may be : Even if a man of sense 
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Kanayamanjari's turn. Bedecked and adorned she went, together with her slave-girl Mayaniya, 
and sat down upon a seat. 

In the meanwhile the king came. She rose to greet him and performed the other acts of 
politeness and modesty. The king lay down on the bed. 

Before this time already Kanayamanjari had said to Mayaniya: " When the king has lain 
down you must ask me for a story in a way that the king hears it." Therefore Mayaniya said 
at this appropriate moment: " Mistress, tell me a story while the king tarries (with us here). 99 
The other said: " The king must first sleep soundly, then I will tell one." 

The king thought: " Now, what kind of a story will she tell? I too will hear it." So he 
pretended to be asleep. Mayaniya said: " Mistress, the king is asleep;, tell the story." 

The other said: " Listen! There was in a city Vasantaura a merchant Varuna. He had a 
chapel built of one hand in size that was made all of one block. Into this he pat a certain idol 
of four hands." Mayaniya said: " Mistress, how could there be room for an idol of four hands 
in a chapel of one hand in size? " The other said: " I am sleepy now; tomorrow I shall tell." 
u Thus let it be," said Mayaniya, who went out and went home. The king's curiosity was roused 
and he thought: " What kind of thing is this? " She (Kanayamanjari) also lay down to sleep. 

When on the second day again the order was given that it was her turn, she was addressed 
in the same way by Mayaniya: " Mistress, tell that half -told tale (to the end)." The other said: 
" Friend, that god is the Four- Armed One, 11 but this is not the size of his body [t. e n what I 
said does not refer to the size of his body]." Thus far goes the story. 

Mayaniya said: "Tell me another." 

Kanayamanjari said: "Friend, there is a great forest. In it there stands a great red 
asoka tree with outspread boughs and branches. And it has no shade." 

Mayaniya said: " How could such an excellent tree have no shade? " 

She said: " Tomorrow I'll tell; now I am overcome by sleep." 

The third day again, out of curiosity, she was summoned. In the same m^niiAr she was 
questioned by Mayaniya. She explained: "That tree's shade is below it." u 

Asked for another story, she narrated: " In a certain place there was a village magistrate. 
He had a camel. And this roamed about at will. One day when it roamed about it saw a 
babbula tree abounding in leaves, blossoms, and fruit. And toward that it stretched out its 
neck and could not reach it. And for the tree's sake it harassed itself a very long time. Then 
it stretched out its neck still a great deal more in all four directions. When it could not reach 
(the tree) in any way, it was seized by anger. Therefore it discharged its urine and dung on the 
tree." 

Mayaniya said; "How could it discharge its urine and dung on the tree which it could 
not even reach with its mouth? " 

The other said : " Tomorrow I'll tell." 

In the same manner she declared on the following day: "That babbula tree was down in 
a * blind ' well, 1 ' therefore the camel could not eat of it." " 

lii thin way Kanayamanjari l>efooled the king with such interesting stories for six months. 

11 VUhua, who U rcprfiHwibxl with four arms and be taken more literally. The shining water in the well is 

band*. its pupil of the eye (Auffetutem). Qf. the interesting 

i*Th*n?fore It htu no nhad<!. 1m not protected by shade; oft-recurring passage, Jf<u7*ima-jraafo,VoL I, p. 80, where 

wh«r*a» MftyHulyii fiw'l the king; took the painter's we have vdakataraka, Wamentem « I F t u s ti sjiimtl (of a 

daughter to uiftMfi that tlm tr<*<i cant no tthado. well). 

"Literally, "Jn lh« middle of a blind well-pit." A u The Sanskrit version here adds six other stories, all 

well drift up t ovortfrown with plant*, and not u.sod is of a similar nature. Three of them are well-known tales 

riiftMiit, Th«i metaphor may on the name ah in the German, (Nos. 5, 6, 7). As they are neither in the Maharishtri tut 

blirvlu Ftn*lf.r, blind* Thu.it.; or Out t«irm may rwf«r to the nor affect the matter in hand, I pass these by. 
fact that feutih a wall l» hidden from flew { or the word may 
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Then he had become exceedingly enamored of her. Exclusively devoted to the pleasure of 
love with her alone, he passed the time. 

Then her fellow wives became enraged against her, sought for weak points in her, and 
conferred together: " She has bewitched the king by witchcraft, so that he has abandoned even 
his queens who were born in the highest families; in his passion for this artisan's daughter he 
considers neither excellences nor faults, pays no attention to the affairs of the kingdom; cares 
not that his wealth is being ruined by her juggler's tricks." 

But 15 Kanayamanjari, day by day, entered one of the chambers in her palace at noon-time, 
all alone, cast off the garments and the finery that belonged to the king [t. e., that the king had 
given her], and put on the ragged dress and the finery made of tin and lead that she had got 
from her father. And she admonished her own soul: "Do not be proud, O soul, of (this) 
wealth, do not become conceited, forget not thyself! The king's is this wealth, thine are these 
clothes all beaten to pieces with the stick 16 and this finery. So be of a calm mind, because for 
a long time thou didst not enjoy such splendor. Else the king might take thee by the neck 
and put thee out." 

Observing these her doings day by day, her fellow-wives said to the king: "Although you 
are destitute of love for us, nevertheless we will ward off misfortune from you; for: Woman's 
deity is her husband. This woman here, who is your sweetheart, pronounces some incantation 
or evil spell. Being bewitched by her, you do not notice this mischief." 

The king said: " How is that?" 

They said: "At noon-time she goes into a chamber, shuts the door, and stands there 
mumbling something by herself, day by day, for some time. If you don't believe it, watch 
her " yourself or (have it done) by a number of others." 

And, having heard this, the king went himself. Standing at the door in order to watch 
Kanayamanjari, who had entered the room, he saw the doings described already and how she 
instructed her own self. His heart was filled with joy. "O what prudence of hers! O what 
freedom from pride! O what discrimination! Therefore she is in every respect a treasure of all 
excellences; and these [her fellow- wives] are envious by reason of their being fellow-wives. 
For even excellence they deem a fault." 

And full of joy the king made her mistress of the whole kingdom and invested her with 
the turban. 18 

The king was right. Her conduct in prosperity proved her to be a rare jewel 
among women; and though this story, which clearly is an abridgment anyhow, in 
many respects ranks below that of the Arabian Nights, Kanayamanjari showed such 
eminent qualities in all her dealings that Sheherezade need not be ashamed of her 
Hindu mother. 

» Literally u from that time," the time when the king " Or : "investigate the matter." 

had shown her his favor. 18ft ^ he had her crowne d as pottarq/IU- as his 

M In the process of washing numberless times. principal wife or qneen consort. 
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THE UNITY OF PLATO'S THOUGHT 

Paul Shobet 

PART I 
INTRODUCTION 

Dubing the past twenty years Platonic Forachung has come to mean the investi- 
gation of the relative dates of the dialogues by the statistical study of vocabulary and 
idiom. The general trend of modern philology and the reaction against mystical and 
metaphysical Platonism favored this tendency, and the work would perhaps not have 
been done at all if the workmen had not cherished illusions as to its value. To 
combat these illusions or to test in detail the logic of Sprachstatistik is not the purpose 
of this paper. A merely negative attitude toward any harmless form of human 
endeavor is unfruitful. But granted, since life is short, all that is claimed by the 
enumerators of tcaOdirep and rl jjlijv, the essential quality of Plato's thought remains for 
some Platonists 1 a more interesting topic of discussion than the conjectural chronology 
of his writings. It has become the fashion to assert that the one depends upon the 
other, that we cannot interpret Plato's philosophy until we have determined the 
historic sequence of the dialogues, and with it the true order of development of his 
thought. But we have always known that the Laws and Timc&us are late, that the 
Republic belongs to Plato's full maturity, and that the minor^Socratic dialogues are as 
a whole presumably early. To affirm that more is necessary is to beg the question; 
it is to assume the very point in controversy that the philosophy set forth in the 
dialogues did develop in the sense required by the argument. The question is partly 
verbal. Every man's thought is developed out of nothing somewhere between infancy 
and maturity. Any author whose literary activity, like that of Plato, extends over 
half a century undergoes many minor changes of opinion, and reflects many varying 
moods of himself and his contemporaries. But it is not true of all, or of a majority, of 
the world's great thinkers that their first tentative gropings toward a philosophy and 
a criticism of life are depicted as in a votive tablet in their earliest published writings, 
or that the works of their riper years present a succession of shifting and dissolving 
views. ' Yet something like this is the assumption made by the increasing number of 
investigators who, in emulation of the triumphs of the statistical method, are endeav- 
oring to confirm, refute, or correct its results by a study of alleged inconsistencies, 
contradictions, or developments in Platonic doctrine. Abstractly the followers of this 
method would probably repudiate the principle here attributed to them. In their 
practice the desire for striking arguments and definite results leads them to assume 
that Plato was capable of producing a masterpiece like the Protagoras before his most 
characteristic philosophical and ethical conceptions had taken shape in his mind, and 

i Notably for Bonitz ; see the Judicious obeeryations in Platonitche Studien, 3d ed., pp. 270 ff . and pamim. 
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that throughout the period of his maturest writings his leading ideas were in a state 
of Heraclitean flux, or were being casually developed from year to year. This method 
misleads scholars of great acumen and erudition to make false points, to labor fantastic 
analogies, and to cite irrelevant parallels. It betrays them into misplaced emphasis, 
disregard of the context, and positive mistranslation. In short, it necessitates the 
systematic violation of all the canons of the simple, sane, and natural interpretation of 
literature. 2 Plato avoided rather than sought a rigid technical terminology, and 
prodigally varied the language and imagery in which he clothed his most familiar 
thoughts. Every variation of phrase and imagery is pressed to yield significant 
contradictions or developments. The most far-reaching conclusions are drawn from 
the different shades of meaning attached to such words as "opinion," "dialectic," 
"philosophy," "sensation," "reminiscence," "participation," "presence," "com- 
munion," freely and untechnically employed by Plato to suit the theme and context* 
The absence in any work of explicit insistence on a thought is supposed to prove the 
absence of the thought from Plato's mind at the time, and as a consequence, we are 
expected to believe in the most incredible combinations of maturity and naivete within 
the same writing. Or we are taught that Plato's development, like some Sophoclean 
sentences, proceeds in the order aba, and consisted in the acceptance, the rejection, 
and the re-acceptance of the same idea. The most reckless assertions are made that 
certain elementary thoughts appear for the first time in certain dialogues. The 
emphatic introduction of a term or idea is, according to the exigencies of the theory, 
now taken as proof that it is a novelty, and now explained away as a mere dramatic 
artifice. The rapid outline of an argument is alternately regarded, according to the 
requirements of the "chronology," as an anticipatory germ or a later r6sum6 of the 
fuller treatment found elsewhere. Fantastic conceits or bare possibilities as to Plato's 
literary motives and polemical intentions are treated as absolute psychological and 
historical certainties and made the basis of serious arguments. 4 

May there not be some irp&rop yjrev&os involved in a conception that thus betrays 
its advocates? 'It is of course a priori conceivable that Plato's thought did unfold 
itself in this tentative and fumbling fashion^ Examples of such mutations and nuta- 
tions can be found among the Fichtes and Schellings of modern philosophy. They 
are still more frequent, as Professor Gildersleeve has wittily shown, in the history 
of modern philology, and, as I may add, in the interpretation of Plato. But it is at least 
equally probable that Plato's philosophy and his conception of life had taken shape 
at the age of thirty or thirty-five, and that his extant works, though not of course a pre- 
determined systematic exposition, are the naturally varied reflection of a homogene- 
ous body of opinion, and of a consistent attitude in the interpretation and criticism of 

2 Examples throughout the paper. alized statements and criticisms of tendencies in the 

Unfra, and LDT08LAW.W, Origin and Gro »t* of t»on^of the tim^ .nd ^all,tl« liyi»tlml» that h. 

p. . , v , . . satirised contemporaries under the names of earlier 

runo $ lAtfftc, pautm. Sophists. Such hypotheses wiU be whoUy disregarded in 

*To this category belong nearly all conjectures as to the following study, as a mere hindrance to the apprehea- 

the particular philosophers referred to in Plato's gener- sion of Plato's own meanings. 
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contemporary life. And if this were the fact, it would be a far more important fact for 
the interpretation of his writings than the determination of the relative dates of the 
Phcedo and Symposium or even than the demonstration that the Sophist, Statesman 
and Philebus follow rather than precede the Republic. I am not arguing against 
such a dating of the dialectical dialogues. I do not deny the value of the more vivid 
conception that we gain of Plato's later mood and manner by combining and compar- 
ing the traits of these dialogues with those of the Laws and Timceus. This is no 
apy°* A^yo? directed against all sober critical investigation of the difficult problem of 
Plato's chronology. But the attempt to base such a chronology on the variations and 
developments otfPlato's doctrine has led to an exaggeration of Plato's inconstancy that 
violates all sound principles of literary interpretation and is fatal to all genuine intelli- 
gence of his meaning. The implicit canon of this method is that variation in literary 
machinery and expression must be assumed to imply divergence or contradiction in 
thought. To this I wish to oppose an interpretation based on the opposite canon: 
that we are to assume contradiction or serious alteration in Plato's thought only in 
default of a rational literary or psychological explanation of the variation in the form 
of its expression. As Professor Maguire says in his forgotten but very acute essays 
on the Platonic ethics: "If we are anxious to find out inconsistencies in appearance, 
we shall find them in abundance. But the student of Plato will perhaps discover that 
it is more fruitful, because more philosophical to commence with the points of agree- 
ment. 1 ' The ultimate test of the two methods must lie in the appeal to specific texts 
and contexts, and there will be no lack of this in the following pages. But by way of 
preparation it is first advisable to enumerate some of the general features of Plato's 
writings that make the sane and simple literary interpretation of his meaning so diffi- 
cult and so rare. 

1. Plato is not only a thinker, but also a dramatic artist and an impassioned moral 1 
and religious teacher. Although, as Schopenhauer says/he is really the most severe l 
and consistent of logicians, and holds the threads of his design in an iron hand, his 
dramatis personae affect to follow whither the argument blows, 6 and he often seems 
more concerned to edify or entertain than to demonstrate and conclude. Wherever 
his Bathetic or moral preferences are involved he cavils on terminology and breaks 
into seemingly irrelevant eloquent digressions in a Ruskinian fashion sorely puzzling 
to those not in sympathy with his mood. If forced to accept the substance of a repug- 
. nant theory, he translates it into language more consonant with his feelings. This 
peculiar mixture of rhetoric and logic, of edification and science, misleads both the 
sentimentalist and the scientific puritan. The one often mistakes the ornament for 
the substance, the other distrusts perfectly sound reasoning because of his distaste 
for its emotional accompaniment. 

Again, Plato stimulates our own speculation in so many ways that we are apt to mis- 
take the drift of his meanings not because it is not clearly defined, but because we abandon 

a Not only in the earlier dialogues, bat in Rep., 904 D ; TKecitct., 172 D ; Laws, 667 A. 
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it to pursue our own. The clever essayist tells us what he himself thought & propoa of 
this or that brilliant suggestion. The investigator too often begins by selecting a few 
detached notions and formulas as adequately representative of each dialogue, and then 
proceeds to juggle with ingenious combinations of these and the interpretations put 
upon them by his predecessors. Neither interprets Plato's real thoughts as they lie 
open to any competent reader who will patiently study him to the end and report the 
things on which he lays most stress. 6 

2. In the second place, Plato's dramatic quality affects not only the artistic setting 
and the personages, but the ideas which he brings upon the stage. Plato's serious 
meaning detaches itself with perfect distinctness for the faithful student But the 
hasty reader is more likely than not to receive as Platonic ideas that have a purely 
dramatic significance ; or that are falsified by isolation from their context. 7 And the 
investigator in pursuit of a thesis too often attributes specifically to Protagoras, 
Antisthenes, Euclid, or Isocrates ideas that Plato has generalized and decked out 
beyond all recognition, as representatives of the spirit of the age. 

Again, arguing for victory, the maintenance of a thesis in jest to test an oppo- 
nent's metal or display one's own ingenuity was a common practice in the world which 
Plato depicts, and is frequently illustrated in his writings. The Platonic Socrates, 
under cover of an ironical profession of ignorance, employs a similar method to 
expose showy pretenders to universal knowledge, to produce a salutary conviction of 
ignorance, or to stimulate youthful thought, and prepare the way for a more serious 
analysis by an exposition of the antinomies latent in conventional opinions. It fol- 
lows that the ostensible failure to conclude an argument, the avowal of bewilderment 
and perplexity, the admission even of positive fallacies of logic in any given dialogue 
prove nothing as to the stage of development of Plato's own thought at the time. The 
hypothesis that the fallacy was intentional, and that the airopia was affected for a 
purpose, has at least an equal claim to be tested by all the probabilities in each case. 

8. Expositors of Plato seem strangely oblivious of the limits thus far set to all 
systems of philosophy. They treat as peculiar defects of Plato the inconsistencies 
which they detect in his ultimate metaphysics after they have elaborated it into a 
rigid system which he with sound instinct evaded by poetry and myth. They 
habitually write as if they themselves and their intelligent readers were in possession 
of a final philosophy which reconciles all conflicting claims of metaphysical analysis 
and common sense, and from the heights of which they may study merely as a his- 
torical phenomenon Plato's primitive fumbling with such problems as the nature of 

•Such a reader is Bonits for the most part in his ad- were intended seriously, and not a few continue to quote 

mirable analyses. TheateL, 156 ff., as Platonic doctrine. Under this head 

*A notable example is Herbert Spencer's inference *aU most of the " fallacies " discovered in Plato: those of 

from Rep. % 839 D, that Plato, like Hobbes, makes state ^ e Parmenide* which, as we shall see, are intentional; 

enactments the source of right. 8o President Eliot has tho86 of the GorgiaB, dramatically Justifiable against the 

been recently misled by Zbllbb'b misuse of Rep., 421 A extreme thesis maintained by Callicles; those of Rep., I, 

(PailderOWee^em 4th ed., Vol. n, No. 1, p. 880), toprore «85 B, and 849 B, which Zellex (p, «M) thinks Plato did not 

that Plato would not educate the masses. Many scholars perceire. 
still seem to think that the etymologies of the Cratylua 

182 



Paul Shobey 



universals, the antinomy of unity and plurality in thought and things, 8 the relation of 
mind and body, the possibility of a consciousness of self or a knowledge of knowl- 
edge, the proof of immortality, the freedom of the will, the difficulty of conceiving or 
defining good except in relation to evil, the alternative of excepting thoroughgoing 
relativism and phenomenalism or of positing a noumenon that cannot be described or 
brought into intelligible relation with phenomena. We are told that he has "keine 
Ableitung des Sinnlichen," as if there were somewhere extant a satisfactory deduction 
of the sensible world from some higher metaphysical principle. It is objected that 
the relation of the ideas to the Deity is undefined, and that the personality of God is 
not investigated, as if any results could follow from an attempt to define the relation 
of the metaphysical noumenon to the Deity, or from an investigation of the person- 
ality of God. The absence of a complete table of categories is taken as a defect in 
Plato's system or as a proof of the immaturity of the Phcedrus, as if the Aristotelian 
and Kantian categories were not mere illusions of the metaphysical instinct, and Plato 
was not far wiser in proposing only such categories and classifications as the argument 
in hand required. 

A chief merit of Plato is that he clearly recognizes and sharply defines the limits 
of scientific thought in these matters. When the interests of the moral and religious 
life, as he conceives them, are at stake he resorts to myth to express his hopes and 
aspirations. (jWhere the epistemological problem compromises the foundations of prac- 
tical certainty and sound method, he arbitrarily postulates the solution that will best 
serve his chief purpose — the extrication of a practicable working logic from the hope- 
less dialectical muddle of his time. But he is always careful to distinguish his neces- 
sary practical postulates from his mythical and metaphysical assumptions. 9 The 
dogmatism of his later works has been as much exaggerated as the Socratic doubt of 
the minor dialogues. 10 

4. As a fourth cause of misapprehension we may count a certain quaint and curious 
subtlety in the use of abstraction and antithesis characteristic of all Greek writers, but 
carried to its farthest extreme in Plato. His reasoning often proceeds by what 
seem to us excessively minute verbal links. This is generally thought to mean 
merely that the modern mind has learned to abridge the formal process by taking some 
things for granted. But it is often due to Plato's anxiety to anticipate the cavils and 
quibbles of the age before logic; or his wish to bring out neglected shades of meaning. 
Again, QPlato, like all serious reasoners, employs unreal abstractions to express 
ideals and test hypotheses by extreme cases. 11 But in addition to this the Platonic 
Socrates meets a fallacious and fantastic abstraction from the conditions of reality, not 

•Astonishment is often expressed at the attention apodictio replies in the "later" works proves nothing that 

bestowed by Plato upon the problem of the one and the is not already involved in the fact that they are not dra- 

many, as if, transferred to psychology, it were not still matio disputations. A consenting respondent naturally 

the ernx of all our metaphysics. gives "apodictio " answers. 

• Jfeno, 86 B; Phadr., 252 C, 265 C, 274 C ; Rep., 416 BC, UE.g. % the isolation of pleasure and intelligence in 

817 B, 506 G. Phileb., 21, to which Grote objects. 

to Tisv, 72 D, Law, 641 D, 799 D, 812 A. The percentage of 
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by exposing the fallacy, but by translating all the real facts into the language of 
abstraction. There is no real fallacy in such procedure, but a sense of fallacy results 
for the modern reader. 12 Allied to this is the use or abuse of antithesis. Opposite 
views are first stated with ruthless consistency in their most abstract and extreme 
form. And the truth is approached through a series of compromises and mediations." 
Dramatically, Plato is right This is the course of discussion among ordinary men in 
all ages. But the elaborate refutations which Plato thinks fit to give of the crudest 
form of hostile theories sometimes produces an impression of unfairness upon modern 
critics. 14 They forget two things : first, that he always goes on to restate the theory 
and refute its fair meaning; second, that in the case of many doctrines combated by 
Plato there is no evidence that they ever were formulated with the proper logical quali- 
fications except by himself. 15 

5. In the fifth place, and finally, we may mention the difficulty of confining 
the infinite variety and suggestiveness of Plato's thoughts in the framework of 
any system either of philosophy or of exposition. It is possible to present 
Plato's ethical and social ideals in a fairly systematic r&um6. The theory of 
ideas may be restated in the Platonic terminology, which does not teach us much, 
or analyzed in relation to the underlying psychological and ontological problems. 
Special chapters might be written on Plato's attitude toward inchoate physical science, 
the temper in which he faced the religious problems of an age of transition, his portrayal 
and criticism of the literary and artistic life of his time. But a complete system 
of philosophy with principles subordinate, derivative, and interdependent, and a fixed 
technical terminology, cannot be extracted from the Platonic writings. This will not 
greatly grieve those who are aware of the perfect futility of all such system-building, 
even when the architect possesses the genius of a Spinoza, a Kant, or a Schopen- 
hauer. But the expositor of Plato can hardly avoid attempting to cast his exposition 
into some systematic form, and the recalcitrance of his material is to him a serious 
problem. No method is quite satisfactory. The atomism of Grote, Jowett, Bonitz, 
and Horn, that treats each dialogue as an isolated unit, is the renunciation of all 
method. The clever attempts of a succession of French expositors to deduce all Platon- 
ism symmetrically from a few principles are more ingenious than convincing. 16 The 
exhaustive schematism of Zeller, applied alike to all philosophers from Thales to 
Plotinus, is philologically a masterly achievement of German erudition. But, though 

' M B. ?., in Rep., I, 846, the separation of m"**""! . the 451 E, 453B, 489 D. Similar is the treatment of Homo Men- 

wage-earning power, from the other functions of each art eura in the Protagoras, and the claim of pleasure to be the 

and craft. chief good in the Philetmi. 

» Philebus, Thetetetui, Rep., I and II, OorgioM. « Plato may have found hints and suggestions of the 

i* R. g. % in the Cratylui, 885 A, the theory that language Tiews he brin « 8 on tho ■**«• ** EaripWes and the Sophists 

is a mere convention is first stated in the most extreme (DOimlbr, Prolegomena *u Platon* Stoat). But so far as 

form. In the Gorgiai a long argument is spent to drive w0 *"»*. »• i» tne nrst thinker who could present a com. 

Caliides from a position which he affirms was assumed in P teto to* 1 ** 1 statement of any philosophical theory in an 

jest (499 B). In Rep., 838C, Thrasymachus's definition of its bearings. 

justice is taken in a grotesquely unfair sense in order to M See my review of HalAvy, Theorie platonicienne dm 

force him to state it more clearly. Of. Laws, 714 C ; Gorg., science*, Philosophical Review* VoL V, p. 522. 

134 



Paul Shobey 



rarely admitting gross and palpable errors, Zeller's exposition frequently misses the 
true proportions, perspective, and emphasis that would be brought out by a more 
flexible literary and philosophic interpretation. 

The present study, though it touches on most topics of the Platonic philosophy, 
does not attempt a complete historical survey. Some subjects I have discussed else- 
where. There are many details (in the Laws and Timceus, e. g.) which would be 
irrelevant to the main purpose of emphasizing the unity of Plato's thought The order 
of presentation adopted after many attempts is a compromise between the systematic 
and the atomistic. The Platonic ethics, the theory of ideas, and an outline of the 
psychology will first be set forth as a whole. A group of logical and metaphysical 
problems will be discussed in connection with the Sophist and Parmenides, Other 
topics and some repetitions from a different point of view will follow in a survey of the 
principal dialogues taken one by one. 

I. ETHICS 

The chief topics of the Platonic ethics are these: (1) the Socratic paradoxes;! 
(2) the definition of the virtues, and, more particularly, the determination of their! 
relation to a postulated supreme science or art, to happiness, to the political or royal 1 
art, to the idea of good; (3) the problem of hedonism; and (4), associated with it, 
the attempt to demonstrate the inseparability of virtue and happiness. 17 

1. Plato always formally maintained that all wrongdoing is involuntary; 1 * that 
virtue is insight or knowledge, is in its essence one, and can in some sense be taught 19 
Sometimes he merely dramatically illustrates the conflicts that arise between these 
paradoxes and common-sense. Elsewhere, most explicitly in the Laws, 90 but by impli- 
cation even in the minor dialogues, he reveals his perception that these propositions 
can be reconciled with experience only by the conscious employment of words in a 
special sense. 21 Wrongdoing is involuntary (1) because all men will the good or what 
they deem the good;" (2) because no man who knows the right will do the wrong, if 
we take knowledge in the highest sense, or refuse the term to any cognition that does 
not control the will;" (3) because the conditions that shape conduct lie far more in 
heredity, education, and environment than in our conscious wills. 94 The contradiction 
noted by Aristotle between this charitable principle and the edifying proclamation 
" virtue is free, 11 " is emotional rather than scientific* The modern free-will contro- 
versy arises out of two conceptions not connected with this problem by Plato: the 

it These am, as a matter of fact, the chief topics of the *>689D, 696 C, 710 A, n* m at^vvvmy ir Atfyoc, +p*n|w 

ethical dialogues. If we base Plato's ethics on the idea of wpwr+y+ytcmtrnv «W rfc vw+porcir. 

good, or on any other metaphysical principle or schema- 21 Locket, 196 E; Locket, 191 E, AirfptuH ir ii*ora.U t 

tism, we shall distort his meanings. ^ Law9% 63SDE, and JJep., 429D; Rep., 443E, 444 A; 

MXs» M Mem., ft, 9, 4; 4, 6, 6; ApoL, 26A; Protag., S45D, Theatct., 176 C; Polit., 806 A. 

888CD; Memo, 77,78; Oorg., 1MB, 457B=*ep.,577E«IrfMM, VMeno, 77; Euthydem., 279; 8ymp„ M5A; Qorg., 468. 

688 B; ifep., 882 A (T), 418A<D,482E(D,58BC; PhUeb.,t2B; nProtaa 35,1,. r™ «». Tkeatet mc 

&»A.,28BC,280A; W«.,86D; Lav*, 781 C, 784 B, 860 D. *Protog., 352B, Law, 689, Thca*et.,mC. 

»Butkydem.,mC; £a«»,644A, * W >i^m^ *r*m.,86D. » Rep. % 617 E, if* 3i AW«nrTo„. 

jurec ffxff&r eyaitl yfyrerre*. M Cf. my note in A. J. P., Vol. X, p. 77. 
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infinite foreknowledge of God, and the absolute continuity of physical causation. It 
is, then, unprofitable to inquire whether Plato taught free-will or determinism. 17 
But it should be distinctly noted that in the Laws he employs precisely the logic of 
modern determinism to prove that the involuntary character of wrongdoing is com- 
patible with the distinction for legal purposes of voluntary and involuntary acts." 

Virtue is knowledge because it must be assumed to be a good, and the only certain 
good, the only sure guide to the good use of what the world calls 'good, is knowledge." 
Opinion and habit may often suffice to regulate action, but persistent right opinion 
presupposes knowledge in its teachers, and the highest rule of conduct must be 
i deduced from and referred to a rational apprehension of ultimate good." Virtue is 
one because each of the virtues is a form of knowledge," or because each, when taken 
in the highest sense, involves all the others." 2 Virtue is teachable in the senses in 
which knowledge and right opinion may be taught. The capacity for knowledge, the 
divine faculty, is innate, but teaching and guidance may direct it toward the good* 
The ordinary virtues of habit and opinion may fairly be said to be taught when they 
are systematically inculcated by superior wisdom enlisting all the forces of society in 
its service. 14 This is not the case at Athens," and therefore the Platonic Socrates 
alternately affirms and denies the possibility of teaching "virtue,"* and at the close 
of the Meno declares that under present conditions it jcomes by a grace divine which 
is equivalent to chance.* 7 

Plato uses, but is not himself confused by, the Socratic analogy between the 
virtues and the arts and sciences.* That comparison, though it ignores the distinctively 
ethical element, contains a certain measure of truth. In a sense, each of us is good 
in that which he knows." Knowledge as ordinarily understood is not virtue, but it 

»*7.«i.i.wn, p. 853; Jowstt, Vol. Ill, pp. 406, 425. to knowledge, opinion is imparted «r r§ mufct*, 429 C, i. e., 

»86V864C The meaning of the i>assage, though often k *IHmUj twajk*. 

misunderstood, is perfectly clear, and Plato warns us, ' ****. «0D,429CD; Pon*,309D; Law,pa*im^ 

8*4 B, not to ©aril about the terminology. *&*., 4KB; Tim^ 87 B; Memo, SSBff.; Protog., 320; 

»JufAgdei»., 281, 389; ifeno, 88C. Cf. from another ***> aoB ? £****** 2CDs ° or »" 5aD; ***" *•»* 



point of Tiew Ptodo, 69 A B; Pro**.. 95ft, 357, with PatJe*., 



179 CD. 



41 B. *****.; ifeno; Ma**, 282 C (SUB). 

"ifeno, 97 B; ifeno, MOA, etet «u JAAer v*****, etc QT. ^For this interpretation of s«*e wt see Maquis*, p. 

Atf***,29eD;<i0^p>16:Lamt,95lB. «3, «nd Esulke* fall refutation of other Tiews, p. 594, n. 4, 

Asjk, 493, 493* At present good men spring up «vr*>«rei 



ULmchm; Prolog.; PAmcfe, 69 A R ifeno, 7lDn\, is 



(Rep., 530 B; e/. Proton SUA; Autnyd., 282 C); eren in 



Uted, like that of any other abstract idea, as a preooodi- +»»>,rei mib »«>»» h *m**m*mmn iOiiii % „j ^f 

»&*?», 807 A; Least, 688C. Ilmre is a suggestion of fWla^initsmomimrndosioalform (the voluntary lie better 

this also in the (of course intentional, Bums, Platonic ^ ihe involuntary) and by its obvious irony (372 DS, 

Srml^ p. 385) fallacies of P r of ^ ,330,331. MC) ^^ &* Pmto" already "in the Socratic period 

«**»., &8B, &9A. lias apparently oontrudicts the *** ** *•*• ** ««**°w*y> but merely uses it for dramatic 

statement of the ifeno, 99 A, and Pre***, SftlB, that «•%« •* propsMleutki purposes. Zillbe, p. 591, takes this as 

#t%m slone can be taught. But the objection is captious. "**>** ■••* opiuion, citing Acjk, 535 D and 382, which 

The JftjuMit Ij tatUtstag tho eiaggtrated olaimi of thr merely use tha pa rad o iio e l term i nol o gy to emph a tiss the 

Sophists and is speaking of the faculty,not the eonteulof *•«*** *«otptnbis to Mill or Huxley, that the mere intel- 



knowledge* Tue whole higher education is a teaching of l «*»* 1 »**• «* *•* (knowmdge) ought to be counted a 
knowledge in a sense, And, on the other hand, though **»> - *»» - **» ordinary Tirtue of tr uthfulne ss, 
both Ftato and Aristotle Umit teaching in the strict sense »£ex*sa,lMD; I#sm,mi>; Asj^349E» 
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found dissociated from the other virtues. 48 He can allow the word (raxfrpoavvri to be 
used merely for the instinctive temperamental moderation in appetite that is the for- 
tunate endowment of some children and animals. 49 He can recognize that knowledge, 
or at least quickness and acumen of thought, is not infrequently associated with 
intemperance and injustice. 50 But he prefers to translate the facts into a more edify- 
ing terminology. Conventional virtue is a worthless currency unless redeemable and 
redeemed by and in the coin of wisdom. 61 And, on the other hand, we will refuse the 
name of wise to him whose will does not follow his judgment of right; and we will 
grant it to the man who knows enough to obey his acquired belief in the good rather 
than the innate promptings of appetite, though he know not how to swim or recite 
the alphabet. 52 

2. Plato found the suggestion of the cardinal virtues and of the predominance of 
justice in the poets. He also mentions o<nJnp M and fieyaXoirp&reia, the latter some- 
times with irony. 54 But the number four was consecrated by its incorporation in the 
scheme of the Republic. This implies no change of doctrine. Even in the Republic 
other virtues are mentioned. 55 And in the Euthyphro it is hinted that piety is a form 
of justice. 56 

Plato would always recognize piety as one of the chief virtues, or perhaps as a 
synonym of all virtue, 57 and he would always shrink from giving so problematical a 
concept a place in a scientific scheme. 58 

Several of the minor dialogues turn on the attempt to define the virtues and allied 
notions. The Laches and Charmides are both Socratic quests for definition — of 
courage in the one case, of temperance in the other. Both involve the antithesis of 
the quiet and the energetic temperament 50 Both terminate in perplexity — in the 
puzzle that, if any one virtue is identified with the supreme knowledge that will make 



u Protagoras maintains this view, Prolog., 350, and is 
not answered by Socrates, who refutes him only indirectly 
by the proof that all virtue is one— the science of measur- 
ing pleasure and pain. But the obvious fact of experience 
is presumably as clear to Plato when he allows Protagoras 
to state it as when it is! enunciated more explicitly in the 
Politicut, 806 B, or the Law, 681 C ZELLBB (p. 599) incom- 
prehensibly affirms that the plurality in unity of virtue is 
found only in the Republic! 

"Law, 710 A B. 

*>Rep., 519 A; Law, 689 D, ham. wp6t ragof r^t t™Xvf; 
TKeceUt.,mC. 

51 P^ccdo., 69 B. 

MLatoi, 689 D, p4t« ypipiimra fufrc rctr. Cf. Thcailet., 
176 C, ry oJk aJucovKTt .... fuucp? aptvr' «x«* ** P* wyx*p*iv 
6«try vwb wwovpytac ctr«t. The whole passage is in the 
mood and temper of the Laws, 

M Prolog., 829C; Meno, 78D; Laches, 199 D. 

" Meno, 74 A ; Rep., 560 E. In Meno, 88 A, ctfUfeui and 
f&rijf&if are included. 

W 402 C, JA«vf tpionjs, f&rycAovptvc ui 536 A. 

m Cf. also Prolog., 831 A. 

" If it were desirable to produce a Platonic definition 



of piety, I should accept that of Bonits as formulated by 
Professor Hkdel (introduction to his edition of Euthy- 
phro, p. 24). It is the endeavor to realise the good felt as 
the service of God, and as a willed co-operation with Him. 
But this is a mood in relation to, or an emotional synonym 
of, ail virtue. It is not one aspect of virtue which it is 
necessary to distinguish in relation to a special field of 
conduct or a particular classification of the faculties of 
the soul. 

"The suggestion that the Euthyphro " eliminates " 
piety, and that the Meno may be dated by its recognition 
of l*4nfi (78 D) is utterly fantastic 

w Cf. Charm., 159 B ft\, with Pol**., 807 A B. Tempera- 
ment is not virtue, but is the basis of the seeming opposi- 
tion between bravery and temperance (Polit, 806, 807 ; Rep., 
410 DE, 508CD; Law, 735 A, 681 B, 778 B, 831 B; Prolog., 
849 E). Nicias and Laches, for want of this distinction, 
maintain opposite paradoxes. Socrates calls our attention 
to this by attributing to Nicias the doctrine fctotwt Mom 
mulAo+or .... vpbt Mfxi** — rff+v**** (196 E). InthelZe- 
public (480 B), Plato chooses to deny the term " bravery" 
to mere animal courage. In the Lou*, 968 E, he attributes 
a kind of courage to children and animals. But **«•* 
m+iMttfpAt pointedly ignores the distinction of tempera- 
ment. 
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us happy, the distinction between the virtues vanishes; 80 or in the tautology that the I 
knowledge that is good is knowledge of the good.* 1 7 

It is often assumed (1) that Plato was serious in these attempts to express by a 
phrase or a substituted synonym the essence of a virtue and the various and contradic- 
tory meanings of its conventional name ; (2) that the failure and pretended perplexity of 
Socrates at the close mark the point reached by Plato's own thought at the time. This 
is a priori conceivable. But the following considerations make it highly improbable: 

a) Plato, in this unlike Xenophon," always proceeds as if he were aware of the 
true theory and use of the definition and of the multiple meanings of ethical terms. \ 
All attempts in his writings to work out absolute and isolated definitions fail.* 8 His 
own definitions, when not mere illustrations, 04 are always working hypotheses 65 or 
epigrammatic formulas, subordinate to and interpreted by the argument of which 
they form a part, and recognized as imperfect, but sufficient for the purpose in hand. 16 
The definitions of the virtues in Rep., 429 ff. cannot be understood apart from then- 
context, and are never used again. They are declared to be a mere sketch — 
xnroypaifyqVy 5Q4 D. 67 How shall we explain this on the supposition that he was under 
any illusion as to the value of absolute and isolated definitions? 

6) Plato repeatedly refers in a superior way to eristic, voluntary and involuntary, 68 
and more particularly to the confusion, tautology, and logomachy into which the vulgar 
fall when they attempt to discuss abstract and ethical problems. 66 Some of these 
allusions touch on the very perplexities and fallacies exemplified in the minor 
dialogues. 10 They do not imply that Plato himself had ever been so confused. 71 Why 
should we assume that he deceives us in order to disguise his changes of opinion, or 

•0 Lachm, 199 B. dialogues cures. Cf. Meno, 84 A B. So Soph., 232 A B, gives 

•iCkarwu y lUB; cf. Rep., 506 BC— a connection gener- the raison d'etre of passages (Gorgia*, Protag., Ion) in 

ftly m<MiMi. which a pretender to universal knowledge is pressed for a 

■ «The Xenophontic Socrates perceives no difficulties, specific definition of his function which he naturally is 

la never in doubt, and propounds dogmatically such defini- unable to give. 

i rrffiijior m flnfittr. Men . IV, I, If. ^Polit., 806 ff., especially 806 A, rh >ip *p«rfc ptfpot 



« Except the not quite serious definitions reached by **•** ,l * €t «*•>•*••' **>»* ™" 'P*™* ™« »«/* A *r*« **♦*•**• 

dichotomy in the BophUt and PoUUeu*. Cf. Charmide*, ""JJ "~ *** «*™*™' »P* **• *** ••***' «*«•• Cf. Laws, 

Locke*, LptU, Memo, ThecBtetu*, Euthyphro, Hippia* Major. ^^^^^ Y„ T *£™m^A^^ 

mJlZS^liiilftZl JS? 5 *?^ **** *• %? "**' with wfew»<» '*> ^ ^^^0^00^.^10 B^Cf.La^] 

^P^dr iwlZmU*^ iser Cf 268DE. mA * ^ refePeDC6 *° the pr ° blem ° f the Ly9U; Lam ^ 

*Ph*dr., 237 D, **•*•»« «*«*< 6po». Cf. 263 DB. 661 B, 687, 688, 688 B, where the paradox of Gorg., 467, is 

*>E.0.,fmT*fHKM m w*uTxxmw>i*v t>8-A»r, Qorg., 468 D, but reaffirmed, «< & fiov\«r*< *v waifr,, «t «' «« awovUCmv; 

in Phwdr., 261 A, **X«t»t* ™* ** Arfy«r. Cf. the defini- jtepvbUe, 506 B, with Charm., 17SB-174B; Rep., 605C, with 

tions of ww+povtn, Phadr., 287 B. Qorg., 499 B, where Callicles is forced to admit that some 

« The Lotos repeats the substance of the definition of pleasures are bad. Zmllmb(p. 604) thinks that Rep., 506 C, 

Justice, 868E: r*r yap rod fvpod «oi fetSvpc*? ir *v X » refers to the Philebu*. But the advocates of a late date 

tvmftio* . . . , wtrrmt UutU* *povayop«v». Cf. 689 A B, to for the Philebua rightly deny any specific parallel. 

ji, Aw*W*cr#r «•! *46>«or «*rfr (sc. rfr +v X t<) fcrtp ***** 71 ^ en after the ^e^ife and Poiuicu*, PUto in Law, 

* ~i rtfis* liAMf Am*, fif. Sep., 442 A, 8 8* »A*t*To* r* ^8., approaches the problem of the -political art" and 



the unity of virtue precisely in the manner of the tentative 
«ftep M IMA; Phileb., 14C, hufol n «•! l*mnnv; The- dialogues. There is no reason for taking seriously Socratea's 
otef., 206 B, fatm * imorrm wi&ir; TheoHet., 167 B; dramatic bewilderment as to the "political art" in Euthy~ 
aopU*t,269D; already in I*tis,216AB. Of. infra, p. 19. dcm., 292 DE, that would not apply equally to the avowal of 
*Pkmdr n 287 C, 268, and, from a slightly different point ignorance in Law*, 968 B, or in the Politic** itself, 292 C. 
of view, Rep^ 588 D; Phcsdo, 90 C. This is largely due to a The political art, i.c, ultimate ethical and social "good," 
false conceit of knowledge, Pacsdr., 287 C, which the Elen- was always a problem to Plato, as it must be to any 
cans as described in 8oph., 280 B, and practised in the minor thoughtful, conscientious man (Rep., 451 A). In the Law*, 
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obliterate the traces of his mental growth? Have we not a right to expect dramatic 
illustration of so prominent a feature in the intellectual life of the time, and do we not 
find it in the Laches, Charmides, Lysis, and the corresponding parts of the Pro- 
tagorast In brief, the Euthydemus, 277, 278; Phcedrus, 261, 262; the Thecetetus, 
167 E; the Republic, 454, 487 BO; the Sophist, 230 B, 251 B, 2590, and Philebus, 
20 A, 15 E, show a clear consciousness of dialectic, not merely as a method of truth, 
but as a game practiced for amusement or eristic, to purge the conceit of ignorance 
or awaken intellectual curiosity. When we find this game dramatically illustrated 
why should we assume naive unconsciousness on Plato's part? 

c) The Republic, in which Plato explicitly states his solution of these problems, 
is a marvelous achievement of mature constructive thought. But the ideas and dis- 
tinctions required for the solution itself are obvious enough, and it is absurd to affirm 
l that they were beyond the reach of a thinker who was capable of composing the Pro- 
\ tagoras, 12 the subtle Lysis and Charmides, or the eloquent and ingenious Gorgias. 
That the highest rule of conduct must be based upon complete insight and is the 
possession of a few; that the action of the multitude is determined by. habit and 
belief 78 shaped under the manifold pressure of tradition and public opinion; that the 
virtues may be differently defined according as we refer them to knowledge or to 
opinion and habit ; that opinion in the Athens of the Sophists and of the Peloponne- 
sian war was not guided by true philosophy, and therefore was not the " right opinion" 
which should become the fixed habit of the populace in a reformed society ; that the 
Sophists who professed to teach virtue taught at the best conformity to the desires 
and opinions of the many -headed beast, and that therefore in the proper sense virtue 
was not taught at all at Athens; 74 that virtue is one regarded as knowledge, or as the 
spiritual harmony resulting from perfect self-control (443 E), but many as expressing 
the opposition of contrasted temperaments and different degrees of education; and 
that endless logomachies result from the inability of the average disputant to grasp 
these and similar distinctions 75 — these are reflections that might present themselves to 
any intelligent young man who had listened to Socrates, and surveyed the intellectual 
life of the time, though only the genius of Plato could construct a Republic from 
them. They could occur to Plato at the age of thirty or thirty-five as well as at forty 
or forty-five ; and it is extremely naive to assume that so obvious a distinction as that 
between science and opinion, familiar to every reader of Parmenides, and employed to 
bring the Meno to a plausible dramatic conclusion, was a great scientific discovery, 
marking an epoch in Plato's thought. 78 

964 ff., as in the Republic, he finally limits himself to indi- * w Rep., 492, 498. 

eating the kind of training that will prepare the mind to ftLaw, 964 A, fttwoov to ** ipmv «<u toy r4mpm. Sm 

apprehend it best. But as against the ideals of Athenian iv i<m, col in* to «£tov, ovv toifumt ** «r, raAir fcrf 

sophists and politicians, his beliefs were defined "already " rHrapa. 

in the Euthyphro, 2 C, and the Gorgiat, 468 D ff ., 521 D. re Not to dwell on the resemblance of Memo, 90 C, and 

n "One of the finest specimens of analysis in all his Apology, 22 C (c/. also the Ion), why, if Plato has no dra- 

writings."— John Stuabt Mill, Di$9ertation* and Discus matie reserves, is 6p#4 M£« ignored in the Evthydemutf Or 

statu, Vol. IV, p. 250. U the Euthydemut, with its mature logic and its assump- 

nPhmdo, 82A; Rep., 522 A, 619 C; Laws, 966 C. tion that Tirtue can be taoght, earlier than the Menot 
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d) Lastly the structure and logic of the minor dialogues are indicative of dramatic 
design rather than of tentative inquiry. The systematic evolution of the argument 
and of the antitheses which it involves; 77 the emphasis laid on the very difficulties 
elucidated by the latter theory ; 7S the reserves and qualifications of the argument and 
the hints of dramatic purpose 79 — all point to Plato's possession of the clue. The argu- 
ment based on the absence from the "Socratic" dialogues of certain features of the 
longer works begs the point at issue. 

Assuming that Plato undertook to illustrate in brief dramatic discussions the 
ethical logomachies of the day, he would by hypothesis as a rule abstain from Pytha- 
gorean myths, criticism of pre-Socratic thinkers, demonstrations of immortality, psycho- 
logical or physiological digressions, and dogmatic developments of his own philosophy. 
It may be argued that such dramatic dialogues form as a whole an earlier group. It 
cannot be maintained that they mark the stages of Plato's own progress. 80 The defini- 
tions of the virtues proposed in the fourth book of the Republic, interpreted by their 
context, meet the dramatic difficulties of the Laches, Charmides, Protagoras, and 
Meno. Courage is not animal fearlessness, neither is it precisely knowledge of things 
terrible and the reverse. But the courage to be expected of the masses in a reformed 
state is the conservation by disciplined feeling of the opinion about things terrible or 
not terrible inculcated by the possessors of such knowledge. 81 Ytwfrpoawq is not pre- 
cisely quietness, nor doing one's own business, nor self-knowledge, though each of 
these definitions emphasizes one of the shades of meaning which Greek usage assigned 
to this "mixed mode." It is in man and state the willing acceptance by all the psychic 
faculties and the corresponding classes in the population of a harmonious scale of 

"In the Charmidet ot^poowij is first defined by the the problem of good and evil, and the ultimate nature of 
quiet temperament, 159 B, then by the associated modesty, desire and the good. 

" iW * , J?A» hIC v 1>*!**" h ? n '*• Tl . rtUal "?£*"' Z* "NotetherepeatoddemandthatitbeshownhowWp- 

taa., SOCDEi then bj ri 4«vt« jrp.rr..r, 1MB, another „.„ u , ^ ^ ls8{ , w , A 1(J5D mJ) mB ^ 

rheto^eqniTalent,r»»..78A, which, however, requires ^ ^ ^ <v ^ „ ai,,, i™,, no, when, eren after 

a* interpretation ,thatCr^bunabletogiTe,eTen though th , BepubUe , it u recogIlired that «*p«nJr, as the mere 

anbted bra hint from Socrates (W1B). He cannot gen- 9 ^ ntM ^^ thm9 ^^ uaMVaMb ^^^ mMn 

eralise minding one's own tasW. aul disttagufah (1) the rMm)a ii ^ m „^ ^ a „ , ; ^^ ^ the aaao ^ aoa 

economic, » Jhe social ^ and Political. (3) the psychic ^ , a ^^ „ ^ ^ ^ 

dhrialon of labor; *«*., 44SC. The formula h , allowed to ^ ^ ^ w( , ^0. g,, „, the ^^ Nicias u 

*?*!. 7* ^2^.!f*??T- « pre ^ 1 ? n 'x"- 1 ™ ^- driven to admit that th. knowledge of things reall, terrible 

e ? 8e ru i l 8 ^* Uted ( ^ W ^ M* ?, ^VSH SSI "* *• «•»•»• * not «"» P~P ert » o' «">' craftsman ev.n 

*• U 2. t . C, iS!LT,«^ e * DOT cut («/- 1<nAwlth in his own field, but is some higher knowledge of final ends 

>feno,80E; T*e«tet.,188A). which hecannotdefine-<.e.,obTiouslythe"poUticalart" 

In the io^Laehes insists enlusiyelr on the tern- of ^ ^ of ^ 
peramental aspect of bravery which opposes it to other 

virtues, Nicias on the cognitive element which identifies it 19 Charm., 160 B, «« y« rovrov tow Atfyov ; the obvious de- 

with them. Laches's theory tends to show how the virtues sign of humbling Gritias, 162 C D ; Charmides 's disbelief in 

are many, that of Nicias how they are one (Laws, 968 B ff.). Socrates 's ignorance, 176 B. Cf. Phcedr., 262 D, «c A* o 

But neither can expound his own view completely, still less «**•« vb aA^M, wpwrw^uv iv Acjyot* wmpayw. rwn ejucoverroc, 

reconcile it with the truth of his adversary. They exemplify Laches's unfamiliarity with dialectic and the awakening 

the logomachy described in Poiit., 806, 807. This is the chief effect of the Blenchus upon him ; 194 A B. 

object of the dialogue, and not the reduction of all virtue ^ . ummw-ot *a™ <nni*r*ush*nn~ n am. "lta* 

to knowledge (Zeller), nor the unity of virtue (Horn), nor . ^Jt^T™? I? : Ur f er9Uc ^ n f^ *•■»>• ™ 

wifluwiw^i«mo^uutu« altZ* ^ v w /f , das Verstandniss des Platonismus ist kaum ein anderer 

e ?f l u t ^If bUBh r^ i ^^ *!%" !!T^ I"*™» gefahrlicher, als der, eine Zuruckhaltung, die 
iL IK-^ we ^°wiL*p^ vertel tuibMef pass PUto aU8 ««■«««■■•» <**>** •*•• mit einemNoch- 
to the suggestiTrantithesis ofthe attraction of lSe^Ind ni6ht8ein TO ™wechaeln." 
unlike in nature and man (214, 215), and conclude with MRep., 429CD,442C. 
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subordination from higher to lower. 82 It is thus the precondition and obverse aspect 
of justice which is the fulfilment of its own function by each faculty and class — a 
higher than the economic division of labor in the soul and in society. 81 These defini- 
tions are stated in terms of being rather than of doing, and Plato preferred this form 
of statement to the end. 84 But he is careful to add that the one includes the other 
and that the justice within the soul will express itself in just action. 85 

3. These definitions, then, meet the chief difficulties of the minor dialogues and fill 
their place in the literary economy of the Republic. But Plato warns us that they 
are not the final definitions of a complete philosophy. 88 It is not enough to define the 
virtues psychologically on the assumption that their sum is good. 87 A final definition 
must relate virtue to, and deduce its utility from, an ultimate standard or ideal of 
good. 88 Such a definition is rather a regulative conception than a practical possibility. 
The Platonic Socrates is always prepared to silence by dialectic or overwhelm by his 
eloquence those who deny that "virtue" is a real good. 89 But a formal, positive enu- 
meration of the reasons why courage and justice are good and desirable can never be 
complete, and will always prove unedifying: "Does law so analyzed coerce you 
much ?" Plato wisely attempts nothing of the kind. He merely describes the dis- 
cipline and education 90 that will enable his philosophic rulers to prove, if required, the 
coincidence of virtue and happiness, and systematically inculcate efficacious right 
opinion, thus teaching virtue and molding character and institutions in the light of a 
reasoned and unified conception of the true scope and good of individual and public 

« 432 A, 442 D. This definition is adapted to the literary " know thyself " and u minding one's own business. 1 * There 

machinery of the Republic. It does not estop Plato from is not one temperance or bravery, bat three or four. There 

employing the word in its normal Greek sense (Rep. t is no incompatibility between this view and Plato's insist- 

889 D E, •* vAjtct, etc.), or from recognizing that it is a con- ence on the necessity of the definition and the final unity 

dition of virtue rather than an active virtue ; supra, p. 12. of virtue. If the word has many meanings, the first step 

•» Allowance once made for the literary schematism of ^ rational argument is to define the one intended. And 

the four virtues, the three faculties, and the analogy be- the ***** of ▼ irtue is to be sought, not in a verbal defini- 

tween the man and the state, and aooount once taken of tion ' bat fa the unifcy of the moral life, the idea of good, the 

Laws, 896 C, 710, and PoUticus, 306 ff., it becomes a little political art, the *«©»* (c/. infra, n. 108). The definition 

naive to complain that the distinction intended between *» a Hypothesis at the beginning, or a stage in the progress 

om+pwrvni and tucaiwrivv is not clear, and a little pedantic of tho argument (Ckarm., 16SA; Euthyphro, »D, 11C; 

to institute a learned philological inquiry to ascertain it. Phadr., 237 D, ipoAoytf '^mvoc Sper, 263 D E). It cannot be 

m r «— . mj. . ,* . , . , ,* ., . an end, and for this reason dialogues that seek a definition 

•* Law*, 864 A, r^r M tow opiorov M£«r .... iav avr^ itpa- M .. * ,,,.., , ..."-.. . - ... - 

— £__ i t. - * - ' x* i **ii - *• '«!• This dialectical relativity of the definition, of oourse, 

A moral and social life is better than that of average Athenian 

» 442 E, 443 A. opinion, and that the definitions which embody it are right 

MQrote, followed by many others, denies this. But as against formulas that express some aspect of the tradi- 

that is because he persists in attributing to Plato the tional belief. 

doctrine that ethical abstractions (" mixed modes") have « M Rep~, 427 E, oV« ^uk r*r w&u? .... t«M»c *y«*V 

one meaning only which can be expressed in an absolute € w. «**•* i n *ri *•+* t' i*ri «ol i*i*U «ol <ru4>p~y ««i 

definition ; cf. supra. But, on the contrary, the very cause fc««u a . 

of the confusion, according to Plato, is that men fail to take „ " . •*,«„,*«*«*. • *«_«••.< * »• 

noticeof the different meanings and sub-species covered . ^m 504 B CD, 505 A , ™ *£*, **• . . . j *,.*. 

by one generic term (Pfcwfr,, 161, 162 ; JEutaydcm.,277,278; *+^**«n*^m^*'+^™™- 

Laws, 837 A ; Phileb., 12 E ff. ; Euthyphro, 7 D. with Phcedr., m Ocrgias; Rep., I. 

263 B, and Polity 285E; Polit., 306 A). Laches, Nioias, "The M longer way," Rep., 504 C, is for the guardians, 

Charmides, Critias, discuss the virtues without dlstin- not for us who are reading the Republic. See .Lotos, 964. 

guishing temperament, convention, habit, systematic dis- 966G. Neglect of this point has caused much misinterpre- 

cipline, opinion, and complete insight. They are unable to tation. See Idea of Good, in " University of Chicago Qas- 

attach any precise meaning to the conventional phrases sical Studies," Vol. I, p. 190. 

142 



Paul Shobet 17 



life. The attainment of this mastery he poetically describes as the vision of the Idea 
of Good. But it must never be forgotten that all this mysticism culminates in the 
precise and purely logical statement of 534 B 0, which affirms little more than Phce- 
drus, 278 C, or than Mill when he says : " There is no knowledge, and no assurance 
of right belief, but with him who can both confute the opposite opinion and success- 
fully defend his own against confutation. 91 Many secondary suggestions attach them- • 
selves to the phrase by association with the goodness of God, the universal cause, in 
the Timceii8, n the vision of the absolute ideas in the Phcedrus and Symposium, the 
fantastic enumeration in the Philebus (66) of the elements of "good" conceived at 
once as an ethical and a cosmical principle.** Its chief logical and ethical significance 
for the Republic has been hopelessly misunderstood, owing to the failure to connect it 
rightly with the problem of the "good" as presented in the minor dialogues. 94 In 
these dialogues Socrates repeatedly tests definitions of the virtues by demanding that 
they be related to happiness, the political or royal art, or the good. A virtue by 
hypothesis must be a /edkiv and ayaOdp" The definitions proposed repeatedly break 
down because Socrates is able to instance cases in which the rule prescribed does not 
conduce to 'happiness — is not good. 96 Similarly the rhetorician, the sophist, and 
other pretenders to some supreme knowledge are confounded by Socrates' s demand 
that they shall sharply discriminate their art and science from all merely instrumental 
and technical specialties which effect good or evil according as they are rightly or 
wrongly used, and show its identity with the art of arts, the art of final ends, the 
political art, the good. 97 

In some of the minor dialogues the negative dialectic seems to go too far, and 
Socrates makes demands that neither Platonism nor any other doctrine can meet. Thus 
in the Charmides the familiar expression " knowing one's self," " knowing one's limits," 
"knowing what one can or cannot do," is made a puzzle by confounding it with the 
psychological question of self-knowledge or self-consciousness, and the fallacy or 
problem about knowing and not knowing the same thing ; w and, waiving this point, 
Socrates demands proof that knowing the things one cannot do and intrusting them 
to experts is a good — a fundamental axiom of Platonism. 99 The explanation is that 
the phrase, like rh iavrov irpdrr&v above, is taken externally of adminicular and 

« Dimerlalions and Discussions, Vol. IV, p. 283. the u opinion of the best" is treated as a potent cause. 

— ~v-n . *v * /■*_ *.v i j ha *• m».u i -*u Finally he identifies the idea of good with God by a sophis- 

M29B, iy«A« V. On the identification of the good with .. Tv . ... . ., . - ,-. ^^ —wi • 

a~» ta ^T/sL^ m 1fiQ tical interpretation of *apa*-Ai}<rta «*vr v (Tim., 29 E) and a 

God tee idea of Good, pp. lw, mw. f ^ oongtnictioil of (92 B) ^mv tov ro^tov («c. ^ov not *tov, 

•SFantastio because doe (1) to the wish to depress cf. 88 CD), 
jfent to the fifth place ; (2) to the neo-Platonic device of 96 Meno, 87 D ; Lachet, 192 C, 193 D ; Prolog., 349 E ; Hipp. 

extending the intelligible hierarchy by the interpolation of Ma j^ 284 D ; Rep., 332, 333. 
new members between the highest and the lowest. It lAm^^n^A «« 9«u%u 

bclongatorhetoricorreligicwmo^ "Bee Idea 0/ Good, pp.20O-204. 

scientific ethics. ™BvtKyd. % 282 E, 290, 291 C; Charm., 170 B; Prolog., 

,_ „ „ „ Mat _ .„ , SWA; Gorg., 501 A B, 503 D; PoliU, 289 C, 293 D, 309 C; Rep., 

" JT. ?., one hundred and fifty pages separate Zbllbb's 428 d 
treatment of the idea of good (p. 707) from his discussion " nMmM 101 r 

of the ethical good (p. 887). In elucidation of the former n Qf- *™>> *> B ? Eulhydem., 286D., Thevtet., 191 B, 

he quotes little or nothing from the ethical dialogues and *** C* 
cites neither Pfccsdo, 90 A, nor any other passage in which "Cf. Xbn., Men., 4,2,24; ^<r., 1, 117DE; Lau>«, 732 A. 
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mechanical arts and sciences, not as in the Republic, with reference to the division of 
labor or function in the soul and the supreme arts of life and government. To ask 
why Critias is allowed to be baffled for lack of this distinction is to ask why Plato 
wrote short dramatic dialogues at all — why he did not incorporate the fourth book 
of the Republic in the Charmides. So in Euthydemus, 292 E, the suggestion that 
the good achieved by the possessors of the political art will be the training up of 
successors to know it is treated as a vicious circle or an infinite regress, although, when 
accompanied by the fuller explanations of the Republic, it is evidently in part the true 
Platonic doctrine. 100 And similarly in the Lysis the theory, virtually repeated in the 
Symposium, that that which is intermediate between good and evil desires the good 
as a remedy against evil, is rejected because it makes the good a mere means to an 
end. 101 But the general meaning that emerges from the airopiai of the minor dialogues, 
and the answer to them given in the Republic, is as simple as it is sound. A philo- 
sophic ethics must systematically relate its definitions and prescriptions to some con- 
sistent conception of final ends and good — be it the realisation of spiritual health and 
order in a reformed society, the development of personality, the greatest happiness of 
the greatest number, the fulfilment of the will of God, the renunciation of the will to 
live, or the survival of the fittest. The statesman rises above the politician, the 
thinker and artist above the rhetorician, the true teacher above the charlatan, by his 
possession of an aim and a standard, his apprehension of a type of perfection toward 
which all his thoughts, and words, and acts converge. 102 

Plato's own ethical and social conceptions were thus co-ordinated and unified. 
Those of the brilliant sophists and rhetoricians who figure in his pages were not. 
They may have been very estimable and ingenious men. They could not in Plato's 
judgment be true philosophers, statesmen, or teachers of statesmen, because they 
lacked both the "idea of good" and the synoptic and unifying dialectic required for 
its systematic application in ethics and politics, and in the education of the masses to 
"virtue." This recognition of the logical significance of the idea of good for the 
Republic and the Socratic dialogues does not commit us to an acceptance of all Plato's 
social ideals. It does not even require us to admit that the doctrine of the Republic 
really solves all the difficulties suggested by Plato's " negative dialectic." But it 
creates the strongest presumption that it was present to his mind when he wrote the 
Laches, Charmides, and Euthydemus. 

Parallel to the quest for the definition of the cardinal virtues leading to the idea 
of good is the study of friendship, love, passion, culminating in the apprehension of 
the idea of beauty at the point where it is hardly to be distinguished from the good. 1 * 
No complete philosophy can ignore these things. Plato's reflections upon them have 

100 Cf. Meno, 100 A, ©tot «ai aAAow voti^at roAmxoV, etc. m Gorg. % 503 E, 501 C, 517, 518; Rep., 484 C, 500 D E, 580 C; 

Cf.Rep., 412 A B, 497 CD; Latra, 950 Bff.; PoJit, 309 D, tow LatM,62SE, 630 C, 688 B, 693 B, 706A, 717A, 733 CD, 962 A. 



Sif voAtrurow .... wpo<n$*ci . . . . rg rfc ficunkut^t powrji 



103 Ly$U, 219, 220 ; 8ymp., 205 D, 210, 211 ; Phadr. % 250D ff. ; 



rovro avrb cjhtomiw rocf op9it% pcraAa/tauou vatftciac, which, n *.*, t *.« '- #' lx * a - a - j. *1~ *< 

ctf tV tow ffaAow ^wViw. 



however, refers partly to the lower education as well 
ioi Cf. Lynt, 218 A, with Symp., 208 E. 
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become the commonplaces of the philosophy and poetry of modern Europe: the 
strange antinomy between the love of like for like and the attraction of dissimilars in 
man and nature; the exaltation of character and mood in passionate love and friend- 
ship; the transfiguration of the passion in the love of aesthetic, moral, and intellectual 
beauty; 104 the overloading of the instinct to achieve the ends of nature — the immor- 
tality of the species. 105 The student of the Lysis, Phcedrus, Symposium, Republic, 
and Laws will find it impossible to fix a date at which these ideas first presented 
themselves to Plato's mind. 100 The mood, the treatment, the emphasis varies. Some 
of the thoughts are omitted in each dialogue, none are treated in all, and contradic- 
tions and developments may be "proved" by uncritically pressing the language and 
the imagery. But the differences between the Symposium and Phcedrus, both pre- 
sumably works of the middle period, are as noticeable as those found in any other 
works that touch on the theme. The Symposium mentions one idea, the Phcedrus 
several; the former ignores immortality and avdfivqais, the latter is one of the chief 
sources for both. 107 The Phcedrus ignores the thought that love is the yearning of 
the mortal for immortality, the Symposium virtually omits the doctrine of iiavCa and 
enthusiasm. In the Symposium love is not a god, but a demon; in the Phcedrus he 
is d&k or (to escape explicit contradiction) rt Oelov. These and other differences pre- 
sent no difficulties to a rational literary interpretation. On no reasonable theory of 
Plato's development can they signify real changes in Plato's beliefs in the interval 
between the composition of the two dialogues. 

The Lysis, though a slight Socratic dialogue, displays extreme subtlety of dialec- 
tic, 100 and implies some of the most characteristic thoughts of the Symposium.™ The 
failure to establish a formal definition, and the Socratic avowal of ignorance at the 
end prove nothing. There is a plain hint that Menexenus is an " eristic," and 
Socrates's treatment of him, so different in tone from the edifying little conversation 
with Lysis, is a mere dramatic illustration of the irXivq or airopCa that results from 
failure to discriminate the different meanings of an ambiguous term. Love, as the 
Phcedrus tells us, is such a term — including subordinate and contradictory speciea 110 
For, as the Laws say, 887 A, St/o yap ovra avra teal it; afjuf>oip rptrov dXXo eZSo? tv ovo/ia 

im Zeller'g theory that Bros is der pkito9ophUche Trieb is trated, the identity of opposite* as such, recurs in sub- 
a somewhat rigid and matter-of-fact interpretation of this stance in Parmen., 148 A B, and belongs to the same class as 
poetry. the quibble on trcpor, Buthydem., 301 B; Theatet., 190 C; 

inaymp-, 2WD; Law, 721, 773E. Pwn ^J i lhJ?' *° t"* *™** PhiU *' UD '' Por ' 

RMKi, 127 At 148 BC 

M»Cy. Rep.* 402, 408, with 8ymp., 210C; £ep.,490AB; .^ *iw*.r A t* /fe M « mi w wM„h 

Tm*» mar Ai»4».<ri« mmt u»z~ m*l kAt- «--.» :^ r ^ -. Xm ff "* m •»■«« *tAo?o+c i , etc , Bpmp.i 203 K, which 

Latw, «8B, ♦*"*"*. . . . «« ™* ^J***** ?*"* „ w Lutoslawski (p. 239) thinks an important new point, in 

ml tn^puat; JUp. *9C, with Z*** 711 £a~, mm mm ^^ eTen J^ > % ^ „ ^^ „ ^ £ ^ 

aTriTSfr n Jt - \r^f%«^ ?' ™ Wbi, who is "unable to suppose" that Plato had «al- 

Oorp., 474 DB, generalisation of ~A* as in Symp. (p 6U) argue8 ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^y^^^ ^^.j, 

iOt Lutoslawbki (p. 242) fails to tell us where M^vm* is carried as far as is possible on a Socratic basis, but that 

is " alluded to in the speech of Aristophanes." the metaphysical explanation was revealed later. If Plato 

M»The conception of eristic, 216 A B, arguing to the must tell all he knows in every dialogue, why is arinwm* 

word, not the meaning, is as clear as it is in Hep., 454 A, not associated with «>•« in the Symponum and Republicf 
orSuthydem., 296 BC, and the fallacy by which it is illus- no 283 C, 285 E. 
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irepiXafibv iraaav airoplav §ca\ c/cotop airepyd^ercu. How familiar the two elBrj were to 
Plato appears from the almost technical use of the phrase &' oy^uimfra <f>i\iav in 
Phcedr., 240 C. Menexenus's bewilderment is precisely on a par with that of Kleinias 
over the two meanings of fiavddvto in the Euthydemus. 111 Plato is no more confused 
in the one case than in the other. The mood of the Symposium and Phcedrus is 
compatible with youth or maturity, hardly with old age. The thoughts are naturally 
not repeated in their entirety, but many of them appear in the Republic, or are sug- 
gested elsewhere. They are nowhere contradicted," 8 and there is no reason to doubt 
that they were essential permanent elements of Plato's criticism of life. But he was 
not always in the mood to dwell upon them. 

4. In another aspect the Platonic ethics is a polemic against hedonism. This must 
not be confounded with the modern utilitarian controversy. The modern opponent of 
utilitarianism is chiefly concerned to prove that the moral law cannot be deduced from 
experiences of utility, but has an a priori origin and requires a supernatural sanction. 
Plato does not directly discuss the origin of morality, but he explicitly disclaims the 
necessity of the sanction derived from the hope of immortality, 11 * affirms with great 
emphasis that the useful is the right, 114 and bases all virtue on the supremacy of the 
\oyiaTuc6p or calculating reason. 115 In the Protagoras Socrates is represented as 
maintaining against Protagoras by purely Benthamite arguments the identity of 
pleasure and the good. 116 

The seeming contradiction between this and the anti-hedonism of the Oorgias and 
Philebus demands explanation. It has sometimes been argued that Plato's own 
opinions on this point were reversed between the composition of the Protagoras and 
that of the Oorgias. Another explanation is that Socrates merely develops a paradox 
for the bewilderment of the Sophist. And it is true that in some parts of the dialogue 
Socrates is obviously jesting, 117 and that we are warned against accepting the result 
too seriously by the reminder that both Socrates and Protagoras have maintained 

in 277 E. m Prolog., 853-«. 

1" Grot© says that in the Theatietu* the spectacle of a lnjUOff. In 841 D, Protagoras, anticipating Philetm$, 
beautiful youth is not required as the indispensable initia- ue, and in language suggesting the protest against eristic 
tory stimulus to philosophy. But the Symp., 210 C, «&» in SopMrf, 259 D, points out that (generic) resemblance is 
rump** iv*<* Ixn, and the J?ep M 402D, emphasise the unim- compatible with difference and even contrariety (cf. also 
portance of the beauty of the body as compared with that jfeno, 74 D). He does not explain himself fully, however, 
of the mind. And in the same rein Socrates says, ««Afe y«p and Socrates, ignoring the point, proceeds to trip him up 
<l & e««unrr« . ... * yip ««A»« kiytv ««Atff, etc., 186 B. The by a fallacious use of the principle that one thing can have 
Platonic Socrates is still the ifmrut6x as he was in the I*tw, only one opposite. Whatever the date of the ButKpdemnt, 
nor can we suppose that he would ever have found the its author was aware that a word used in two senses may 
beautiful Jfeno as helpful an "initiatory stimulus to philos- hare two opposites, quite as early as he was capable of 
ophy" as the snub-nosed Thentetus. writing the Protagoras The passage is merely a dramatic 
"s Aep., 363 B C D, 367 E, 612 B C. The Oorgia* does not illustration of Socrates's superiority in the game of ques- 
differ herein from the Republic, as Ritchie (p. 136) seems to * ion ^ answer. Again in 350B-361 A, when it is argued 
think. The argument is complete without the myth, and the tnat brarery is knowledge because knowledge imparts con- 
phrases at the end about living justly in order to prepare Adence, Protagoras points out that we cannot convert the 
for the judgment of Minos prove no more than the $»• of universal affirmative proposition, "all bravery is eonfl- 
fiep., 621C. deuce," and distinguishes as bravery the confidence that 
"! arises from nature and training. Though not a match for 
im ««*«>, Rep., 457 B. Socrates, Protagoras is a far better reasoner than Laches 
i» ftep., 440 E, 571 C, 605 B. or Nioias, and again 8ocrates refutes him only by taking 
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theses incompatible with the positions from which they started. 118 But the fall expla- 
nation lies deeper. In the Republic Plato undertakes to demonstrate the intrinsic 
desirability of virtue against two forms of disbelief — the explicit skepticism of the 
cynic, who affirms that natural justice is the advantage of the stronger and human 
justice an artificial convention, and the unfaith of the ordinary man, who virtually 
admits this theory by commending justice solely on external and prudential grounds. 119 
The Callicles of the Oorgias represents the former view, Gorgias himself and (less 
obviously) Protagoras the latter. Like other Sophists, he is the embodiment of average 
public opinion which his teaching reproduces. 1 * He himself says that all men teach 
virtue. He modestly claims at the most only to teach it a little more effectively and 
persuasively than the layman. 131 Plato would admit both assertions, with the reserva- 
tion that the virtue so taught hardly deserves the name, and that the teaching is 
neither systematic nor philosophical 

The molding power of public opinion, operating through countless social and 
educative agencies, is admirably depicted in the myth attributed to Protagoras, the 
main thought of which is repeated in the Republic™ There, however, the philosophic 
rulers are to employ this irresistible force for the inculcation, not of average Greek 
opinion, but of Platonic virtue. The Protagoras dramatically illustrates the dialectic 
incapacity and philosophic superficiality of the great popular teacher. His ethical 
teaching is spiritually and logically on a level with the precepts of the worthy sires 
and guardians satirized by Adeimantus. 12 * However unlike in temper and practical 
effect, it is philosophically akin to the individual hedonism of Callicles and Thrasy- 
machus who reject all morality as an unreal convention. Protagoras is naturally 
unaware of this. Like the populace, he recoils from the naked exposition of the 
principles implied in his preaching and practice. He accepts the terminology of indi- 
vidual hedonism only under compulsion of Socrates's superior dialectic. But Socrates' s 
explicit challenge to him and the assembled Sophists to name any other final good 
than fjSovr) is a proof that one of Plato's objects was to identify the Sophistic ethics 
with hedonism. 184 But neither this nor the demonstration of Protagoras's inability 
to cope with Socrates in dialectic exhausts the significance of the dialogue. 

Plato, however reluctantly, always recognized a certain measure of truth in the 
Benthamite analysis here attributed to Socrates. He knew that " act we must in 
pursuance of that which (we think) will give us most pleasure." Even the Oorgias 
contains phrases of utilitarian, if not hedonistic, implication. m The Euctemonism of 

up a new line of argument— the identity of pleasure and "• Rep., 382 E ff. Cf. Zblleb, p. 608, n. 1. 

good, and the consequent unity of the virtues in the i»Rep. % m&. m Protag., 328 B. 

"measuring art" Plato of course was aware here, and in the mmmw% m -mv tiiBi . " 4 ' _ . . A 

ButhvphroWh and everywhere, that a universal affirma- „ 1M RrrcHnB <* >»> «£' %Th * argumen sof the iSophist 

tive cannot be directly converted. But it is a part of the E^T™' * ! ' U now . ^1 ^^J*? ** P **** et °- M 

scheme of the dialogue that Protagoras should make some tf Plato was not *» anthor of *• Protagoras 

good points, though defeated in the end. And Socrates is "* Rep. % 362 E. i" 354 D, 358 A. 

baffled in or fails to complete other proofs of the unity of 125 499 d. Rttchib (p. 155) strangely says that in the 

virtue, and so is driven to rely on the proof from hedonism, Republic Plato recognises, in marked advance upon the 

which is the chief feature of the dialogue. position of the Oorgiat, that there are good pleasures as 

"• Prolog., 861. well as bad ! 
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the Republic has often been pointed out, 136 and in the Laws Plato explicitly declares, 
in language recalling that of the Protagoras, that it is not in human nature to pursue 
any course of action that does not promise a favorable balance of pleasure. 127 But the 
inference which he draws is not that it is safe or desirable to proclaim that pleasure 
is the good, but that it is necessary to demonstrate that the good — the virtuous life — 
is the most pleasurable. 

To a Benthamite this will seem a purely verbal or rhetorical distinction. And 
Aristotle himself hints that Plato's aversion to the name of pleasure cast a suspicion 
of unreality over his ethical teaching. 188 But Plato is not alone in his aversion to the 
word. Matthew Arnold acknowledges a similar feeling. And Jowett, in his admirable 
introduction to the Philebus, has once for all set forth the considerations by which 
many clear-headed modern thinkers, who perfectly understand the utilitarian logic and 
accept whatever is true in its psychology, are nevertheless moved to reject its language. 
The Greek word 17801*; is much more closely associated with a low view of happiness 
than the English word "pleasure;" and Plato had, or thought that he had, much 
stronger reasons than the moderns have, for identifying hedonism with the negation of 
all moral principle. 

The Gorgias and Philebus nowhere explicitly contradict the thesis of the Pro- 
tagoras that a preponderance of pleasure, rightly estimated and abstracted from all 
evil consequences, is good. 129 The doctrine which they combat is the unqualified iden- 
tification of pleasure and good, coupled with the affirmation that true happiness is to 
be sought by developing and gratifying the appetite for the pleasures of sense and 
ambition. 1 * Plato represents Callicles and Philebus as unable or unwilling to limit 
these propositions even by the qualifications of the Protagoras. 111 It is he, not they, 
who introduces the distinction of pure and impure, 1 " true and illusive, 1 * wholesome 
and unwholesome, 134 necessary and unnecessary pleasures. 186 The modern critic may 
object that Plato was not justified in attributing to any contemporaries either this 
dialectical incapacity or this cynical effrontery. Plato thought otherwise. It is a 
question of historical evidence. But it is not legitimate to attribute to the Callicles 
and the Philebus of the dialogues the utilitarianism of Grote or John Stuart Mill, or 
even that of the Protagoras, and so convict Plato of self-contradiction. 1 * 

With these remarks we may dismiss so much of the Qorgias and Philebus as is 
merely dialectical, dramatic, or rhetorical, directed against the crudest form of hedonism 
which Plato chooses to bring upon the stage before grappling with the problem in 

ia>857 B, ^orai S*«t i£k*fi<U goods per ae; 457 B, 458 E, and the explanation that some painful goods are medieinal 

581 E (with Laws, 732 E), *i>j Sri spot to k&uuok «ol «I<rx«>r ft* (854 A — Hep., 8R7 C), and is cheeked by the calculus of all 

tiifii t6 x'ipw *** i*""**! AAA* vpbc avrb to f6tof «ai *Awror> consequences, all of which is ignored by Callicles and 

€pov. Philebus. 

1" Laws, 733, 734; c/. 663A. WEth. nic. % X,l. MPhileb., 51, 52. l»/Wd M »Cff. 

i* Phileb., 60 A B, is rerbaily a direct contradiction of \u ibid,, 41 A ; Qorg** 489 D E. »* &ep., 558 D. 

Protao., 855 B. m pUt ^ o Jowett ^^ ^ « piling both aides of the 

wo Gor*, 485 A, 492DE; PWte*.,12A,12D,27E. game batii is not neeessary in order to understand 

m The rerbal identification of *6ori| and ayafoy in 855 him that we should discuss the fairness of his modes of 

has been preceded by such phrases as ««#' 8 }Ma irriv, 851 C, proceeding." 
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earnest. 1 " The real arguments which he employs, not so much to refute the thesis of 
the Protagoras as to limit its practicable application and justify his repudiation of its 
terminology, may be summed up as follows: The distinction between good and 
bad pleasures once admitted, the statement that pleasure as such is the good, becomes 
an unreal abstraction. iaB The reality is specific kinds of pleasure and the principle of 
distinction, whether intelligence, measure, or the will to obey the "opinion of the 
best," 1 * becomes more important than the bare name of pleasure, and more nearly 
allied to the good. 140 The "measuring art" postulated in the Protagoras is impracti- 
cable. Pleasure and pain are, like confidence and fear, foolish counselors; 141 either 
deprives the mind of the sanity required for a just estimate. 149 No scale of human 
judgment can be trusted to weigh the present against the future, and make allowance 
for all the illusions of memory, hope, and contrast. 14 * The most intense pleasures and 
pains are associated with a diseased condition of mind and body. 144 And the habit of 
pursuing pleasure, of thinking and speaking of it as the good, tends to make the world 
of sense seem more real than that of thought and spirit. 145 The contrary is the truth. 
The world of sense is a pale reflex of the world of ideas, 149 and the pleasures of 
sense are inherently unreal, illusory, and deceptive, and may in sound logic be termed 
false, as fairly as the erroneous opinions that accompany them. 147 They are false 
because composed of hopes and imaginations not destined to be fulfilled; 14 * false, 
because exaggerated by the illusions of distance in time or contrast; 149 false, because 



isTPaOe6.,55AB,and Gory., 496 C, 499 B, show that the 
argument* of Gory., 496 C-499B, are, in the main, a con- 
scious dialectical sport. I recur to this point so often be- 
cause the Qorgia* and the first book of the Republic are the 
chief source of the opinion, widely spread by Grote, Mill, 
and Sidgwick, that Plato is a magnificent preacher, but 
often a weak reasoner. Cf. Mill, Din. and Discuss., IV, 
281: "This great dialogue, fall of just thoughts and fine 
observations on human nature, is, in mere argument, one 
of the weakest of Plato's works." Cf. Idea cf Good, pp. 

ra-is. 

i»PttW>.,12DR In answer to the question, m yap 
qtomj yc ttorv p} o»x Apo4rfr«ro»' h> «Z*; Socrates shows that 
generic (verbal) identity is compatible with specific differ- 
ence or even opposition, a logical principle "already** 
glanced at in the Prolog., 881 D, with the same illustration 
of *4A«r and A«rat>. Lutoslawsd, p. 487, misunderstands 
ISA, rtvty ry Aoyy *** vmttcv*, t$ wAtrrm. ra Jromwrarfe fr 
wtmm — ° we need not attempt a reconciliation of all con- 
tradictions I" 

MtPaccdr., 287 D, Im+vtw .... ***** ifarmr .... 
Jrumrrot *•£«, ****** w ipirav. Cf. Law, 844D, 645 A. 
Photdo, 90 A, wo Mfrc +*p4>«r« w 0«An*rov. 

"•PMJeo., 64C, W . . . . jUAmtt' «Zrtov «W «tff«M» l» 
feu* tow *£ot ycyerfou ffpoff+iA^ *!* reuufafi' ftiaSWif ; with 
the context. 

ui Cf. Tim., 89 D, with Law, 844 C. 

i"£ep., 402 E; PkUeb., 8SD; Phcedo, 86B. 

lit QT. Pkileb., 41Bff M with Prolog., 858, 857; Qorgia; 
oWA,l*'e*>«arT*t*ro>of4ow 4«Aga*#«, etc. Lame, SUB, 



rearofttruur M to vopjmfcy opvpepor »«©*t t» m hnt «ivcty .... 
mp4(«i, and the rhetorical repudiation of the whole hedo- 
nistic calculus, Phcedo, 69 AB. 

iHPKileb.i 45B-B, ir vm vonpto tvXvt «•* *e9 VM^arot 
.... ndyurrai pfr *6oral, etc. 

i« Cf. PKcedo, 88 D, with Jambs's Piyckohay, Vol. II, p. 
808 : " Among all sensations, the matt belief -compelling are 
those productive of pleasure or pain.** 

i" Rep., 509, 510, 514 ff., the allegory of the cave. 

i" Phileb., 86 C ff. As Berkeley and Huxley argue from 
the subjectivity of pain to that of sensations and ideas ; as 
Epicurus proceeds from the reality of pain to that of the 
other secondary qualities; so, reversing the order, Plato 
infers the falsity of pleasures and pains from that of the 
associated perceptions and beliefs. Grote, Jowett, Horn, 
and others pronounce the whole train of reasoning falla- 
cious. But it is to be observed: (1) that their objections 
as usual are anticipated by Plato (Phileb., 88 A), who has a 
right to use his own terminology provided his meaning is 
unambiguous (Cfcormidet, 168 D); (2) that the epithet 
44 false ** is used either with reference to a postulated objec- 
tive judgment of life as a whole, or as a mere rhetorical 
expression of the disdain or pity felt by an onlooker. In 
the first sense it is justified by the argument, in the second 
by the usage of the poets— faUa licet cupidut deponai 
gaudia Uvor (Propert., 1, 8, 29) ; (8) having demonstrated 
against Sophistic negations that tcvftj* applies to oo£«, 
Plato was naturally tempted to extend it to ifcoomf. 

iMPMfeo., 89 E, 40C. Cf. "we are all imaginative, for 
images are the brood of desire " (George Eliot). 

"•IMd.,41,42B; Late*, 663 B. 
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what we mistake for positive pleasure is usually the neutral state, the absence of 
uneasiness, the cessation of pain. 150 

This doctrine of the negativity of what men call pleasure is the fundamental basis 
of Plato's ethics, as it is of Schopenhauer's. On this, in the last instance, rests his 
refutation of hedonism, and, as we shall see, his demonstration that virtue and happi- 
ness are one. 1 " Sensuous pleasures are in their nature impure and illusory. They are 
preconditioned by, and mixed with, desire, want, pain. "Surgit amari aliquid" is ever 
true of them. They are the relief of an uneasiness, the scratching of an itch, the 
filling of a vacuum. 168 To treat them as real, or to make them one's aim (except so 
far as our human estate requires), is to seek happiness in a process rather than a 
state, 15 * in becoming rather than in being. It is to bind one's self to the wheel of 
Ixion and pour water into the bottomless jar of the Danaids. 164 Par happier, far more 
pleasurable, is the life that consistently aims at few and calm pleasures, to which the 
sensualist would hardly give the name, a life which he would regard as torpor or 
death. 186 

Both the physiology and the psychology of this doctrine have been impugned. 
It has been argued that, up to the point of fatigue, the action of healthy nerves involves 
no pain, and must yield a surplus of positive sensuous pleasure. It is urged that the 
present uneasiness of appetite is normally more than counterbalanced by the anticipa- 
tion of immediate satisfaction. Such arguments will carry no weight with those who 
accept Plato's main contention, that the satisfactions of sense and ambition, however 
inevitable, have no real worth, and that to seek our true life in them is to weave and 
unweave the futile web of Penelope. Whatever qualifications modern psychology may 
attach to the doctrine, it is the logical basis of Plato's ethics. The unfeigned recogni- 
tion of the inherent worthlessness of the lower pleasures removes at once the motive 
and lures to eviL 16 * It is the chief link in the proof that virtue is happiness. It 
insures the domination of reason over feeling and appetite. It molds man into that 
likeness to the divine pattern which is Plato's favorite expression for the ethical ideal, 167 
for the divine life knows neither pleasure nor pain. 168 It is the serious argument that 

uo Patted., 42 Cff.; J?cp., 583D. some moderns, that pleasure is not strictly « tirrpvt is 

161 The argument that pleasure is yfrcw, not ©wrio, is ^side the point, 

not, as ZmLLmB says (p. 004), the nerve of the proof. It is iMGoiy., 493 B, rtrpifpA'ot ****, etc.; Phmdo, 84 A, 

obviously, as the language of SSC implies, one of those half- trnfrvror Spyo* .... nijKcA&n^ — i*To>, Qorg., 507 E; Phileb., 

serious metaphysical and rhetorical confirmations osed to 54 E. 

make a strong case where Plato's feelings are enlisted. It 155 Phado, 64 B ; Gorg., 492 E ; Phileb., 54 E, **i fm O* 

does not occur explicitly in the Republic which speaks, how- oi(t 4 „ «#«*#«, e tc. In Laws, 788, 784B, the hedonistic oalcu- 

ever, of pleasure as WinJet, 583 E. ^ of tne Protagorcu is retained, but is applied not directly 

U3 "Already" in the Gorging 493 E, 494 C, and the to the individual acts, but to types of life. The life of 

Phcedrut, ttEi&rwpolvwrfiiiv+iStllf^iirtiivai, etc.; Rep., moderate pleasures is a priori the more pleasurable 

584 AB. It has even been argued that the Phcednu passage because it necessarily yields a more favorable balance 

takes for granted the fuller discussion of the Philebua (W. than the life of intense pleasures. 

H. Thompson, PhadruB, ad loc.). And why not! Anything 186 Phado% w c . j^- 535 A n 5^ 
may be argued if the dialogues are supposed to grow out of 

one another and not out of Plato's mind. 157 Thecetet, 176B ff. ; Law, 716 D, 728 AB; Rep., 852 B, 

iMPWteo., 58Cfl.; 54E virtually = Got*., 49SE. The W2E; PWW> " WE - 
literal-minded objection of Abistotlb, Eth, Nic., X, 4, and m PKileb., 83 B. 
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explains Plato's repudiation of the hedonistic formulas of the Protagoras, and justifies 
the noble anti-hedonistic rhetoric of the Gorgias, the Phcedo, and the Philebus,™ 

4. Plato's insistence on the necessity of proving the coincidence of virtue and 
happiness marks another difference between him and modern writers. The question 
is rarely put in the forefront of modern ethical discussion, except for the polemical 
purpose of proving that an opponent's philosophy supplies no basis or sanction for 
morality. The majority of modern ethical writers relegate the problem to a digression 
or a footnote. They are content to establish a "general tendency" or "strong proba- 
bility." Or they frankly admit that while everybody would be glad if the proposition 
could be proved, it is not susceptible of mathematical demonstration. But this was 
not enough for Plato. His own faith was adamantine. 160 He was as certain that hap- 
piness is inseparable from virtue as of the existence 161 of the Island of Crete. 
Even if it were only a probability, he would not permit it to be impugned in a well- 
ordered state. 163 Just how much positively immoral and cynical philosophy was cur- 
rent in Plato's day is, as we have seen, a disputed historical question. But Plato 
himself was haunted by the thought of the unscrupulous skeptic who sought to justify 
his own practice by appeals to the law of nature or theories of the origin of justice in a 
conspiracy of the weak against the strong. 169 His imagination was beset by the picture 
of some brilliant young Alcibiades standing at the crossways of life and debating in 
his mind whether his best chance of happiness lay in accepting the conventional moral 
law that serves to police the vulgar or in giving rein to the instincts and appetites of 
his own stronger nature. 164 To confute the one, to convince the other, became to him 
the main problem of moral philosophy. It is a chief duty of the rulers in the Republic 
and the Laws, and the Socrates of the dialogues is at all times ready and equipped to 
undertake it. 

Plato is not always overnice in the arguments by which the skeptic is refuted. It 
is enough that the "wicked" should not have the best of the argument. 165 Socrates in 
the first instance puts forth just enough dialectical strength to baffle a Callicles or a 
Thrasymachus. 1 " This, as we have seen, is the quality of much of the argument of 
the Gorgias™ though it is intermingled with hints of deeper things, and supplemented 

is* Gory., 507, 512, 518 ; PKcedo, 69 ; PhUeb., 06 A ; Rep., 580 B. t ration of the game of question and answer. Thrasymachus 

160 Qorgtai, 509 A; Hep., 860 B, 618 A. sets up the thesis, oi tturoc *p<Wot «*i iy**ot\ and Socrates 

mi Lotos, 862 B. forces him to contradict himself. Zeller (p. 752) lists it 

1*2 Rep., 892 A B ; Law, 068 B, wtiarit y\ ti ^tow frtpor, among Plato's fallacies. 

rpbc t6 rtr« «*4X«ik (pr rby wrior col tUaior flier. w Strictly speaking, Soorates's dialectic is employed 

im Rep., 858, 859, 865; Oorg., 483 ff. Cf. Rep., 858 C, merely to force from Callicles the admission that some 

tumSpvAirjUrof rA 6ra; Protag., 833 C, M woJUUrf yi *«rt; pleasures are bad (449BC; cf. Rep., 505C). From this 

E*Kydem.,m B, Urn yip £* w frl* A^urpV*™ ; Phileb., P *** **• argument, abandoning ethical theory, discusses 

66E; Oarg., 511B; Law, 889DE, with TheceteL, 177CD. social and poUtical ideals at Athens. "Good" is^ treated as 

WteM.to HOD- Law 602E. distinct from "pleasure," as it is in Pa^dr., 289 C. Butthe 

i" Sep., 365 B, Gor*., 510 D, Law,MZJZ. question whether it may not ultimately prore to be the 

iHTheatet., 176 CD; 177 B, «Ai n wropu* *««iin, w farorable balance of pleasure (Protag.) is not raised. The 

iro^xu'rero*. The whole passage is a description of the crude identification of the terms is rejected for reasons 

Gorffias. Cf., 527 A, Wr* W &pft, ftri rptl% ivrt »*««» olwtp still held ralid in the PhiUbus. Cf. Phileb., 55 B, with 

*o+*rarol im rmv rvv 'EXX^rwr . . . . ov« «' X rr« *ro*«i£«t, etc Gorg., 496 C. There is no contradiction. The three dia- 

Law, 907 C, n1 m« Atfyotc nymrrmi xparovrrcf , etc. logues, differing in mood, are logically consistent and sup- 

im E. g., the argument in Rep., 849, 850, is a mere illus- plement one another. 
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by noble eloquence. In the Republic, however, Plato undertakes not only to confute 
and silence, but to convince. 168 The real ground of conviction is the total underlying 
conception of the true nature, harmony, health, and consequent happiness of the souL 
But the formal proof is summed up in the ninth book in three arguments which, 
as Plato repeatedly tells us, constitute the framework of the whole design. 1 * To these, 
in form at least, all other interests of the book are subordinate — the construction of 
the ideal state, the higher philosophical education, the idea of good, the character- 
sketches of degenerate types. The first argument is based on the comparison of the 
individual and the state which runs through the entire work from the second to the 
ninth book. It takes two forms: (1) That of a mere external analogy. As the hap- 
piness of the ideal state is to the misery of the ochlocracy or the tyranny, so is the 
/ happiness of the well-governed just soul to the wretchedness of the man whose soul is 
the prey of a mob of appetites, or the slave of a ruling passion. 170 (2) The force of 
this external analogy is derived wholly from the psychological truth that it embodies. 
Unity or factious division, the sovereignty of reason, or the usurpations of passion 
and appetite, harmony or discord, health or disease, as used of the soul, are more 
than mere figures of speech ; they are the exact expression of inevitable alternatives 
resting on indisputable psychological facts. The dominance of the higher reason over 
disciplined emotion and controlled appetite is the sole and effective condition at once 
of the unity, harmony, and health of spiritual life which is happiness, and of the 
unswerving fulfilment of obligation which is the external manifestation of justice and 
virtue. 171 To ask whether happiness is compatible with a diseased soul is still more 
absurd than to expect it to dwell in a diseased body. 179 

The second argument is very brief, and Plato is probably aware that at the best 
it commands assent rather than inspires conviction. 173 The three faculties of the soul, 
taken abstractly, yield three types of pleasure — the pleasures of pure intelligence, of 
ambition, and of appetite. Plato assumes that the pleasures of intelligence belong to 
the man in whom the intellect directed toward the good controls the other faculties. 
In other words, he takes for granted the coincidence on the highest plane of intellect 
and virtue which he found in Socrates and which the education of the Republic secures 
in the guardians. 174 Now, the advocate of the intellectual and virtuous life has neces- 
sarily had some experience of the pleasures associated with gratified ambition and 
/ appetite. The ambitious man and the sensuous man know little or nothing of the 
higher order of pleasure. The preference of the " intellectual " for his own type of 
pleasure must be ratified as based on a completer experience. It would be a waste of 
time to cavil on minor fallacies or rhetorical exaggerations with which Plato burdens 
the argument in his eagerness to make a strong case. 175 The argument itself is familiar 

»«*«*>., 857 A B, 858B, K7AB,867E. i™ flep., 580 D ff. "« Qf. tupra, p. U. 

"•809AB, 892 A B, 427 D, 445A, 544 A. iwQrote and Mill object that this argument, ©Ten If 

170576 C ff. "1 442 B. conclusive, is addressed to the wrong point, because the 

life supposed is not that of the simple, just man, but that 

"2445A, 591 B, 589 B; Oorg. % 512 A, 4TOB; "already" in of the philosopher But the ease of the simple just man is 

CritOy 47 D £. met ^ tha mB ^ J1 arguments drawn from the order, har- 
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enough through its acceptance in substance by John Stuart Mill; who, however, seems 
to think Plato's use of it fallacious. It has been rejected as a fallacy on the ground 
that pleasure is not an objective measurable entity, but a relative individual feeling. 
Again at the limits of human thought we are confronted by an alternative the terms 
of which it is impossible to realize distinctly. Is it better to be a completely con- 
tented pig than a man? But if we waive the claim that the argument is an absolute 
proof, and turn from these unreal abstractions to the facts of life, what Plato affirms is 
simply that it is more pleasurable in the end to develop and foster the capacity for 
the "higher" pleasures than that for the lower, as is shown by the judgment of those 
who have experienced both. In this less absolute form the argument leans for support 
on that which precedes, and still more on that which follows it. 

In the third place, the lower pleasures as compared with the higher are illusory, 
unreal, and impermanent, and they tend to destroy the healthy balance of faculties 
which is the condition of all true pleasure. 179 This is a repetition or anticipation m 
of the theory of the negativity of pleasure which we have already* met in the polemic 
against hedonism. 

This completes our sketch of the Platonic ethics. The rest is exhortation, inspi- 
ration, myth, things ovk arjB^arepa iucoveiv, but not within the scope of the present 
study, nor indeed reproducible in any study. For the ethical and religious spirit that 
informs every page of Plato we must go to the master himself. 

H. THEORY OP IDEAS 

Plato's theory of ideas is (1) primarily a realistic way of speaking of the univer- 
sal; (2) a poetic and mythical extension of this realistic language, by which the uni- 
versal is treated, not only as a thing, but as a thing of beauty and object of desire and 
aspiration; (3) in relation to metaphysics, it is the definite and positive assertion that 
the substantive essences, or rather the objective correlates, of general notions consti- 
tute the ultimate ontological units of reality to which psychological and logical 
analysis refer us as the only escape from a Heraclitean or Protagorean philosophy of 
pure relativity. In the first sense the ideas occur throughout the dialogues. It is 
irrational to look for the other forms of the doctrine except when the argument natu- 
rally leads up to them. A Kantian does not expatiate upon the Ding-an-sich in an 

mony, and health of the soul, and from the analysis of proximate to these types. And the statement of the argu- 

pleasnre. Here Plato is renewing the debate between the ment in the Law applies to the simple just man, 068 C, 

"philosopher," the sensualist, and the politician begun in ta ££mc« . . . . U fiir ttucou *al ««ou Uvrov 0«ttpovp«r« qMa, 

the Gorffia*. He is indulging his feelings in a demonstra- etc, . • . • rfc* t v &Aij*ct«r rfc *pure«#t wmipav Kvpurripw foot 

tion that in the Athens of his day the " philosophic " life +****; *4np* i^r rip x*^ 1 ** tfwxfr } *V 1% ptXriorot. 
is a higher and happier type than the life of the politician 1Tfl _ MMix-iuMr* 

or the sensualist; and he holds that no real reform is pos- *ej>.,»3tf-«KO. 

sible until men can be found who approach political life as in Zeller thinks it a resume of the fuller treatment of 
aneoessary, not a desirable, thing, condescending to it from the Philebu*. Those who put the PKilebtu late regard it 
a life which they feel to be higher and more pleasurable as a preliminary sketch. The Philcbus is probably late, 
(e/. £ep., 521B). The form of the argument of the Republic as Mill affirmed before SprocJutotistik was oonoehred. 
is determined by the purpose of contrasting the extreme But the psychology of pleasure in the two dialogues sup- 
types of the virtuous philosopher and the finished tyrant. plies no evidence. Qf* iVro, " Plato's Psychology/' and 
Bat it applies to other men in proportion as they ap- Part II. 
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essay on universal peace. Plato discussed many topics that did not require embellish- 
ment by the mythical description of the idea as type, or the explicit reaffirmation of 
the idea as noumenon. And the apparent absence of either from a given dialogue 
proves nothing. 

Plato's fearless and consistent realism is so repugnant to "common sense" that 
modern critics either take it as proof of the naivete, not to say childishness, of his 
thought, or extenuate the paradox by arguing that he could not have meant it 
seriously and must have abandoned or modified the doctrine in his maturer works. 
All such interpretations spring from a failure to grasp the real character of the meta- 
physical problem and the historical conditions that made Plato adopt and cling to this 
solution. From Heraclitus to John Stuart Mill human thought has always faced the 
alternative of positing an inexplicable and paradoxical noumenon, or accepting the 
(( flowing philosophy." No system can escape the dilemma. Plato from his youth up 
was alternately fascinated and repelled by the philosophy of Heraclitus. No other 
writer has described so vividly as he the reign of relativity and change in the world 
of phenomena. 178 Only by affirming a noumenon could he escape Heracliteanism as 
the ultimate account of (1) being, and (2) cognition. 179 He chose or found this noume- 
non in the hypostatized concepts of the human mind, the objects of Socratic inquiry, 
the postulates of the logic he was trying to evolve from the muddle of contemporary 
dialectic, the realities of the world of thought so much more vivid to him than the 
world of sense. 180 This is the account of the matter given by Aristotle 181 and con- 
firmed by the dialogues. Except in purely mythical passages, Plato does not attempt 
to describe the ideas any more than Kant describes the Ding-an-sich or Spencer the 
"Unknowable." He does not tell us what they are, but that they are. And the diffi- 
culties, clearly recognized by Plato, which attach to the doctrine thus rightly limited, 
are precisely those that confront any philosophy that assumes an absolute. 

Plato's particular selection of the hypostatized concept for his absolute seems 
more paradoxical only because, from the common-sense point of view of a convenient 
but inconsistent conceptualism, we ignore the real philosophical alternative of consist- 
ent nominalism or consistent realism, and forget the historical conditions that forced 
Plato to make his choice. Realism was for Plato not merely the only metaphysical 
alternative to Protagorean relativity; it was the only practicable way of affirming the 
validity of universals and abstract thought The psychology and logic of modern 
nominalism as gradually worked out by Locke, Berkeley, John Stuart Mill, and 
Taine, did not exist. The modern flowing philosopher can give a plausible account of 

nstfymp., 207 D E; Tim., 43 BC, 44 A B, 52 E, 69 C D; concepts ideas (which he did!) if his starting-point had 

Thecttet., 156 ff. been the hypostatisation of the concept, and (which is 

its Crotyl., 439, 440 ; TheceUt., 179 ff M 185, 188 ; Tim., 27 D, partly true) that he would not hare put forth the paradox 

28A, 49Dff M 51BC. Less directly pertinent are 8oph. % at aU if he had not felt the necessity of positing some 

249 B ; CratyL, 386 ; Phileb., 58 E, with Rep., 533 B. reality beyond the world of sense. This last Apelt confirms 

wo I do not mean that Plato said: "Go to, I need * ** MeL * 10406 ' w » which, however, proves nothing for Plato, 

noumenon, I will hypostatic the Socratic concepts," as it merely states a favorite thought of Aristotle, 

which a malicious critic might infer from Apblt's argu- m Met., 1, 6, 967a, 29 ff., 10666. 
ment {Beitr&ge, pp. 81-3), that Plato would have made all 
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the universal, recognizes the general term as a convenient algebraic symbol, and so 
accepts the old logic as a practical working instrument of thought. But in Plato's 
time the old logic was still to be created, and the cruder forms of nominalism and 
relativity which he combated blocked the way by captious objections to the normal 
and necessary use of general terms. 182 The theory of ideas, then, often appears to be 
mainly, if not merely, an affirmation of the concept apart from explicit insistence on 
any theory of its psychological or ontological nature. 18 * But the main issue is 
unaffected by this fact. Even if he had been acquainted with the analysis of Mill 
and Taine, 184 Plato would have continued to ask: Are the good and the beautiful and 
similar essences something or nothing? 186 Can everything in the idea be explained as 
the natural product of remembered and associated sensations? 186 Is not man's power 
of abstraction something different in kind from any faculty possessed by the brute? 187 
Not all the refinements of the new psychology can disguise the fact that the one 
alternative commits us to the " flowing philosophers," the other to some form of Pla- 
tonism. For the answer that the "good" and the "beautiful" are only concepts of 
the mind is an evasion which commends itself to common-sense, but which will satisfy 
no serious thinker. If these concepts are the subjective correlates of objective reali- 
ties, we return to the Platonic idea — for Plato, it must be remembered, does not say !s 
what the ideas are, but only that they are in some sense objective and real 188 If the 
concepts are the natural products of casual associations, accidental eddies in the 
stream of sense, the " flowing philosophy" receives us again. 189 Moreover, though this 

lttPfcOe*., 14 D, 0+ttp* TPit ttyott in*6&ia; 15A, 13DE; wMr iy*0bv «W p*6i ««tt* .... *A*r i* fv X j. Parmen., 

Parma*., 195 C ; Soph., 251 B C ; Theaeiet. , 157 A B, 167 A, 190 B, «al ««Aov «ai «y«#ov, etc. 
MOD; J^ydm.,801Aandp«im. wpi.to.96B; TKevtet., 156, 157, 184D, .i «AW « w 

ittfiepufr., 506 A; PKcedr., 249 B, though immediately j, frfo mrwtp iv 5ovpct«c Iron* .I***™* *y««#*»r«, AAAA p* 

followed by *t*t*np«; Philebui, 16 D, and all passages that etc &•* rivk i*4a* t tlrt fvxnv •!« 5 « ft«i «aActr rtrr« ravr« 

describe the true method of generalisation and division — £vkt«iV«i. Tim., 51 C, * t«vt« a*«p «ol 0Adro*«r (c/. «rep 

Phadr., 265, 206,270 D; SopA., 226 C, 235 C, 253; PoM«.,285A; ip^,, Rcp. % 515 B; Parmen., 130 D), &r« n iXXm *U rev 

Craty L, 424 C ; Lavm, 804 A, 965 C. awparof cu*6av4pc0a, fUva ivrX TOtavnf k «xorr« aAif*f tar. 

w*To Mill (Dim. and Dim**., IV, p. 900) the Platonic wphcedr., 249 B, IcS yap *V#p«*or (v,i4v<u ««•• J** A«y*. 

ideas "are only interesting as the first efforts of original fl99Wt u iraAAAr &, j^,,*, 9lt * a^mt^ {vratpovjuror. 

and inventiye minds to let In light on a dark subject." TOWTO w <<mr i^^^ e tc. Crcrfyl., 399 C, iU*or rmw •npimw 

They belong to the "theories which have arisen in in- ^^ **p««ot Mpmwo, *ro»*>*,, hmlpip a fcrmr. 

genious minds from an imperfect conception of the pro- Pkado, 75 B, Sri »*Vr« rA i, role aurftjrt <rtr U*lrov n &p<y«r«4 

oesses of abstraction and generalization.* 1 Bat it is not „£ 5 i„„ ^^ etc> 
really thinkable that the author of the 8op?U*t, Politicus, 

and Pfuxdrut (248 B) did not " understand " the common- l9 *Parmen., 192, r6fpafti ov***6t; .... ftrroc % ov« oVm; 
sense explanation of the universal through abstraction and • • • <It * oi * ttto * ***** Toiko ** **<>****** *» «IV«*, *« or t4 
generalisation. He rejected it, on the contrary, precisely •*** ux wi "" ? Lutoslawski, p. 403, misquotes and mis- 
beoause he foresaw that, if consistently carried out and interprets this passage. Professor Ritchib, Plato, pp. 
accepted as the final account of the matter, it leads w » 112, US, recognises that it is conclusive against con- 
straight to Mill's ultimate philosophy, which he would not oeptualism. Cf. Zbllxb, p. 666. The further objection 
have on any terms. th a * *' tne idea* cure thoughts and things partake of them, 

WM.Tp^e6^*^«^«J«Ir^».*«ri WE, oa " on : <f **•*■•. «M. Bot. for the underlrfiw 

lWet.UTD.4 «. ip<«« rt M « .W a*iy.>.^ui.l ^»* » »» to X /. P n Y«L XXH pp.l(Hfl. 
iyrt* (ul nMr, Oatyl., «0B, «i M . . . . I™ U rb «U«, im of, the eharaotorisation of positlTism or phenom- 

tan Si rt tyttr. SopUtt, MTA-B, t4 yt tvraT6> ry »v*- enalism in Sep., 516 CD, tmtopZm tA m^Urr. ni ^r«w- 

ytyM^u «ri i» .y < )r w < f > w rimt •'•""' n ^^ffmwtv .... wvoiti fUAwr% S»« t* wpirtpo. mmtr ul 9mp* tiaifn ui Ipa 

•J.Tt rfv fc««» rt i^«. etc PMIeo., 55 B. m ov» «A^*> J<rr. nptvolti. Qr.«lMi>k<B(io,t6BC; Oory.,601AB. 
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point is not explicitly made by Plato, a concept of the mind, even apart from objective 
reference, either is or is not an entity of another than the natural or sensuous order. 
If it is, we are driven back upon Platonism. For, though the Platonic ideas are more 
than thoughts if thoughts are only decaying sense, thoughts, if radically different 
from sensations, become entities that may assume the rile of Platonic ideas, as they 
do in the ultimate philosophy of Aristotle, and in the interpretation of those Pla- 
tonists, ancient and modern, who conceive the ideas as thoughts of God. This is 
not Plato's doctrine, but only a plausible development of it by those who cannot 
acquiesce in his wise renunciation of systematic dogmatism. 190 In these matters Plato 
affirms no more than is necessary for his fixed faiths and purposes. 1 * 1 The objective 
reality in some sense of ideas (but no more) was so necessary. That it was a hard 
saying is as well known to him as it is to his critics. 1 " And he has anticipated their 
objections. But this doctrine, or something equally and similarly paradoxical, was 
and is the sole alternative to a philosophy which he and the majority of his modern 
critics cannot and will not accept The burden of proof rests heavily, then, on those 
who affirm that at any time he did or could abandon or seriously modify it A survey 
of the dialogues discovers no evidence in support of such a contention. 

For this purpose the dialogues fall into three (or four) groups: (1) Those that 
are supposed to precede the doctrine; or (2) to lead up to it; (3) those in which it is 
most specifically affirmed or mythically embellished; (4) those in which it is criticised 
or, as some say, abandoned or modified. In the case of the first and fourth group the 
argument is often made to turn upon the meaning to be assigned to eZSo?, t8&, and 
other terms elsewhere distinctly appropriated to the transcendental idea. We are 
repeatedly warned that the mere use of the words eZSo? and iBda is no evidence of the 
transcendental doctrine. This is obvious; but it is equally true that the possibility of 
taking these words in a conceptual sense raises no presumption that they must be taken 
in that sense exclusively and that the doctrine was absent from Plato's mind at the 
time. Such an assumption is made by modern critics in the interest of theories of 
development, or to free as many dialogues as possible from the distasteful paradox. 
But Plato was always at liberty to use the terminology of the ideas conceptually for 
the practical logical uses of definition and classification — even in the transcendental 
Phcedru8. m All Platonic ideas are concepts. It does not follow that they are ever 
in Plato's intention no more than concepts. And, in any case, the absence of the 
theory from any given dialogue proves no more than does the virtual absence from the 
Laws of all metaphysics, including the " later " theory of ideas. 

wo Qf. infra, Part II, PhiMm*. ^^ the Phcedo ud j&p*Wic; Lutoslawsxz (pp. 840, 841), 

miicno, SOB, ««l r* »fr r« *AA« .W &r «*•* ftwtp rov ^^ it mus t be later, because, if we interpret rightly, we 

Atfyov Wxvihwmw, etc " soon get quit of the ridd> of self-existing ideas" and per- 

iw itep, 532 D, 470 A; Parmen., 135BC; PJUieb., 15 AB; oeive that •• i*4* and fttof are used in a meaning which is 

Tim,, 51 CD; tyVa, p. 86. identical with the idea as oonoehred by Kant, a necessary 

i«237C, 249B, 263B. QT. also the loose popular use of concept of reason.'* Of course, Kant's ideas of reason are 

•ft* and IU« 237 D, 238 A, 253 CD. Natomp, Hermes, Vol. misapplied here and all Lutoslawski means is M Begriff," 

XXIV, p. 400, infers that the Pfcsdrttt, " must " be earlier " 
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into the plastic stuff of human nature the forms or ideas of justice and temperance 
which he contemplates as existing in the transcendental world (&a), and so becomes 
an artisan of political and popular virtue.* 4 Expressed in slightly different imagery, 
this is the function of the statesman in the Politicus, 309 C (cf. 308 C D). He is to 
implant in those rightly prepared by education, fixed, true opinions concerning the 
honorable, the just, and the good.** The thought and the imagery belong to Plato's 
permanent stock. We find them in the Oorgias y 503 E-504 D.** Here, too, Plato 
conceives the true teacher, artist, or statesman as contemplating ideas or forms, which 
he strives to embody in the material with which he works, even as the Demiurgus of 
the TimcBUs stamps the ideas upon the matter of generation. 

The origin, first suggestion, exposition, or proof of the theory of ideas is variously 
sought by different critics in the Meno, the Cratylus, the Thecetetus, or even in the 
Phcedrus, Parmenides, and Symposium. Obviously Plato could at any time argue 
indirectly in support of the ideas as necessary postulates of ontology and epistemology. 
Our chief concern is with the hypothesis that the exposition of some particular dia- 
logue marks a date in the development of his own thought The doctrine of remin- 
iscence is introduced in the Meno to meet an eristic use of a puzzle allied to the 
psychological problem of " recognition." " T How, if we do not already know, shall 
we recognize a truth or a definition when we have found it? 908 Socrates replies that 
the soul has seen all things in its voyagings through eternity, and that all our learning 
here is but recollection. 809 This theory is confirmed in the case of mathematical ideas 
by Socrates's success in eliciting by prudent questions a demonstration of the Pythag- 
orean proposition from Meno's ignorant slave. 210 The Phcedo distinctly refers to this 
argument as a proof of the reality of ideas, 211 and the myth in the Phcedru8 describes 
the ante-natal vision of the pure, colorless, formless, essences of true being. 212 It fol- 
lows that, though the ideas are not there explicitly mentioned, the reminiscence spoken 
of in the Meno must refer to them. 218 But it is extremely improbable that this repre- 
sents Plato's first apprehension of the doctrine. Psychologically and historically the 
origin of the theory is to be looked for in the hypostatization of the Socratic concept 
and the reaction against Heracliteanism. 2 " Its association with Pythagoreanism and 

»4 A Utl &pf pcAcrifaai «t« artpuwur ^ . . , . rttowi 207 Meno, SOD ff. Cf. my dissertation De PlatonU idtOr 

.... irjutovpyov .... vm+povvvqt r« koX ftMcaioowip. Cf. rum doctrina % pp. 15 ff. 

501 B, ««,*&, ««Wp-<rt "tf"™, • ; • • «« wp* *«,•.* M ^ ^ ., ^ ijropftr ^ ^^^ g^ j^pfr, 

b tr rote av9f»*voii ifivoLOttv. Cf. Pol it., 909 D, rovro avrb 2iath 1 57 
ifiwoitiv. 

*»This does not refer exdusiTely to the higher .due.- ~"LWT«rs peot dire ^mmeleDiea d. Pascal :'Ta 

.. . - „ m „ ne me chercherais pas, si tu ne m araisdeja trouve.' " — 

tion, as Zeller affirms. FouiluSb. Cf. PoliL, 278 D; Tim,, 41 E, r*, r.5 ^r* **«> 

X*i*ofiMwmv ypfe Tt .... bwm< iv clftfe ri avr«p *XV rowro !*<&, Cf. infra, p. 43. 
o ipya£tT<u. This is applied first to the body, then to the «o»i? 

soul. The ro£t« and «6*po« of the soul is 6uccuo<rvtn^ and 

r^fxxrvvyi vpot ravra pM**v, etc. The P«frr»p «ya#ot 211 73 A. 

«i «*,«* here = the true «A.r«*. And we may not, in Wfj|fc,|»c,frfi«M WMwutaW,.*. 

passing that the Qorgtcu ** already " recognises that rheto- 
ric might be an art. The popular rhetoric is none because 21,Th « realistic terminology of the definition would 

it ignores the ideas (1) as ethical ideals (GorgUu), (2) justify the same inference. Cf. 74.75. 
as the basis of scientific dialectic (PKctdrus). 21* Cf. tupra, p. 28. 
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the ante-natal life of the soul is mythical embellishment ; and its application to the 
problem of the a priori element in human knowledge is a secondary confirmation of 
its truth. 215 Nevertheless the Meno, which John Stuart Mill pronounces " a little gem," 
is admirably adapted to serve as an introduction to the Platonic philosophy. It exem- 
plifies in brief compass the Socratic method and the logic of the definition in termi- 
nology that suggests the ideas, touches on higher things in the theory of recollection 
and the problem of a priori knowledge, and clearly resumes the dramatic, ethical, and 
political puazles that prepare for the teaching of the Republic. Socrates's mention of 
the ideas at the close of the Cratylus as something of which he dreams as an alterna- 
tive to Heracliteanism is taken by some critics to indicate that we have here an intro- 
duction to or a first presentment of the doctrine.™ They overlook two considerations: 
(1) the theory is taken for granted at the beginning of the dialogue, as we have already 
seen; 217 (2) there are no traces of immaturity in the thought of the Cratylus. The 
polemic against the flowing philosophers and the forms of eristic associated with them 
is, in a jesting form, as sharp, and the apprehension of the real issues as distinct as 
it is in the Thecetetus and Sophist.* 1 * 

Some scholars look upon the Thecetetus as a propaedeutic introduction to the 
ideas, 919 while others take it as marking the transition to the later theory. Strictly 
speaking, neither view can be correct, since, though the ideas are not often or very 
explicitly mentioned, there is enough to show the presence of the doctrine in its normal 
form. The ayaObp and xaXiv, claimed for being as against becoming in 157 D, is 
almost technical for the affirmation of the ideas. 220 The irapaBetyfiara of 176 E can 
hardly refer to anything else. And the close parallel between 186 A B and Republic, 
523, 524, admits no other interpretation. Among the vor^rd which the soul grasps by 

316PBOFS8SOS Ritchie's suggestion (Plato, pp. 86, 87) tlnctly implies that win* p«t includes qualitative change, 

that the Platonic idea is a generalisation of the Pythag- Cf. 438 D, Sri rotovror, 440 A, £AAo *ai aAAoIor yt'yvoiro .... 

orean treatment of mathematics is unsupported by evi- &wol6v y4 ri imr. 489 E, *u|Wr i(urri^L«¥o» r*?«vTov U4*t (cf. 

dence. Sec, however, Zkt.lkb, pp. 654-6, for suggestions Tim., 50 B, and Rep., 380 D). Cf. the whole context of the 

of other pre-Soeratio influences on the theory. argument and the use of mf^px*™* Cratyl., 489 D ; Theostet; 

tie So once Stosmihx. in his Qenetische Entxcickclung, 182IX In fact » the association of motion and qualitative 

Vol. I, p. 161. Lutoslawbkx, pp. 284, 225, thinks the ideas change was always a commonplace with Plato. Both " be- 

are not formulated even here, but only a something which fore " **& " aftor " **** Thea&etu* per«0oAq and A***, etc., are 

in later dialogues proves to be the ideas I The terminology n » d *^f ** ^th meanings. Cf. Repub., 380 E £T., which 

is complete— .!**, «vr» 6 itm,i**v<rft, wol 0A*r»r 889, t i W a* 006 reruns L/s "discovery." ©wow vwb pi* £AAov t« 

. . . . km 81 roftoAdV, fort to to Aym06v, *»T4 M tr Ummw r»r *»**• *X«"» *«*»*• *AA«h©vt«u t« «al kuhitoi. The fact that 

irrur (440 B). All these phrases might conceivably be used the Thecetetue is slightly more explicit in formal classfflca- 

of notions, conceptual ideas. But this proves too much. tion Proves nothing. The whole argument of the Cratylus 

For, according to L., it holds of all dialogues except the Passage hinges on the distinction precisely as does the argu- 

8ymp<*ium, Phado, and parts of the Republic, and he is ment of **• Theatetut. It appears explicitly again only 

not quite sure of them. His real object is to eliminate the ^ the Pormentdet, and not in the " late " Philcbus and 

self-existent idea altogether TimesuB. It is not included in the ten kinds of motion in 

i»<y. «*ra, p. «. The doctrine of CV*»I.. 3W, to *f ^TJ5 J* ?*■ "* "l?"*. 11 °^ * £ f^l, *t 

fortheimon identical with that of Bepub., MSA ff. f* ■** iw ..^ .?* T* ££? ""? ZS*^ 

* is no more explicit than the Cratylw or Republic. 
«»886, 489, 440. On the m* or and fcvafr Ufa fallacy, 
429 if., cf. infra, p. 53. On the ^'omt cf. 411 B C with nf W. J. Aluandbb in Studiee Dedicated to Gilder- 

Phcedo, 90C; P«teo.,48A. Lutoslawski affirms (pp. 866, stowe, p. 1TO, thinks its teaching to be : knowledge is of the 

887) that the subdivision of *i r*nt into +o/xi and *AA©»W« Weas, error arises from imperfect iv^r*,* . 



is a new and important discovery of the Themtetn*, 181, C. w Supra, n. 185. 

He fails to note that the argument of Cratylus, 339, 840, dis- 
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herself, 221 and whose essence is apprehended through their relation of opposition," 2 
are mentioned, after ovtrCa, the Sfioiop and av6fioiop, the raxnbv and the hepov of the 
Sophist Bat also, as in the Parmenides, the ethical ideas, xaXip, aUrxpdp, hyaOop, 
and kcuc6v ;** and lastly, as in the Republic, the qualities of sense, <nc\rjp6v and /iaXcuc6v. m 
The actual sensation of these opposites comes of course through sense. But the ovala 
and the & n iar6p, as in the Republic, is apprehended by the mind as an idea. There is 
no argument for holding these ideas to be mere concepts that would not prove the same 
for the Republic, which of course is impossible. 226 This point established, we may 
concede that the Thecetetus may be, not an introduction to the ideas, but an indirect 
argument in support of the familiar doctrine. The polemic against Heraclitus is 
always that. 226 And, though Plato himself may not be aware of it, the statement that 
the syllable is not the sum of its elements, but fila Ihea apdpioros, embodies the prin- 
ciple and justification of a realistic logic 227 The conceptual whole is not the sum of 
its parts, but a new entity and unity. 228 

What has been said of the Thecetetus applies to Zeller's theory 229 that the second 
part of the Parmenides is an indirect argument for the ideas. That this is not the 
main purpose of the Parmenides will appear in the sequel. And Zeller was mistaken 
in stating that only relative contradictions followed from the being of the one, while 
absolute contradictions resulted from its not being. But the Platonic idea is always 
suggested by the antithesis of the one and the many. And in the eighth hypothesis, 
164 B ff., the "one" and "others" are no longer treated with dialectical impartiality, 
but there is a hint that the one may be regarded as the symbol of the idea. Symme- 
try leads us to expect the argument that, if the one is not (relative pi) Sp), other things 
both are and are not all contradictory predicates. Instead of "are" we find "appear" 
or "seem." Other things are indefinite bulks that break up under inspection and 
only seem to partake of unity and other predicates that derive from unity. These 
oyxoi certainly suggest the world of matter uninformed by ideas, the " being" of the 
materialists which the friends of ideas in the Sophist call " becoming" and break up 
into little bits. 230 And the statement that, as they cannot be other than the (non- 
existent) one, they are the other of one another, reminds us of aWtfkois .... ow- 

MiavTij * ^nwvl86B. Cf. 187 A; Ptoeclo, 65 C; Rep. % 524 paradox, but passes on to show how mathematics leads 

BC, 526 B. the mind to the apprehension of abstract and ideal unity. 

«a Tk„ iravrUnrra wpbt «AAijA«. Qf. Rep., 524 D, a m** *'« Philebus, 14 D ff., is concerned with logical method ; Sep., 

ri,r <u<r#*rt» *t« to* Jrarrtotf UvroU ipwiwrH. Mr. Henry M3 "«» with psychology and education. But the thought of 

Jackson and others confound this special use of vpfe iAA^A* the Re P ubUc is not less mature, and is, indeed, repeated in 

with tA »p<k T4, relative terms generally, by the aid of Par- P«**„ 56 E *«ep M 525 D E. 

men., 1SSC. The Thecetetus passage is the source of Her- ittotttr «W tv avrb ««*' «vrtf, etc. 157 A is the diametri- 

modorus's distinction of wpot frepa into wp&c lvat*ia and wpfc cal opposite of the ideas— ilvai n k*\6v «vro ««0' avrtf, 

t», which Zbllsb (p. 706) says is not found in Plato. PhcBdo, 100 B. 

K3130B after 6fiw6rnt. »* 205C, 203E. 

»« 186 B with Rep., 524 A. Ml &• Pormen. % 157 D, owe apa r»r woAAi* ovtt **mr ro 



poJHOr popiW, AAAd jua« rtrbf tjfcf «ai Mt rivo* o caAovpcr &Aop. 
See also A. J. P., Vol. XXII, No. 2, p. 158. 



»» Thompson on Mcno, 74 D,says that problems which 
in Phileb., 14 D, are Mmuvitfvm, are made the bases of a 
dialectical course in Sep., 528-6. This is a misapprehen- 2WS « t forth fa *** ««*»»* Studies and the earlier edi- 

sion. The Republic mentions (525 A) that the same object tions of his BUtory % but now rirtually withdrawn, 
is perceived as one and many. It does not sport with the M°S6p»., 246 B.C. 
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BeBdaOai in the theory of pure relativity in Thecetetus, 160 B. Similar hints occur in 
the fourth hypothesis, 157 B, which deals with aXXa on the supposition that the one 
is. 91 The main conclusion that aXXa, then, admit all contradictory predicates is indi- 
cated very briefly (159 A). What is emphasized is the fact that aXka per se are 
irXqdrj . . . . iv oh rbh> ovk hn, that they are aireipa (cf. Phileb.) ; that it is the one 
which introduces iripas wpfc aWrjXa; and that, having parts, these parts must relate 
to tufa tiw 18&K koX eixk raw, 8 /caXovfiev S\ov. m While the main object of the 
Parmenides, then, is to illustrate the communion of ideas and the doctrine of relative 
Sv and ^ iv set forth in the Sophist, there is a suggestion of polemic here and there 
directed against the infinite and indefinite world without unity of the materialists, 
relativists, and deniers of the ideas. But obviously the first origin and exposition of 
the ideas is not to be sought in a work that deals with problems and difficulties arising 
from the doctrine. 8 " 

The Phcedo, Phcedrus, Republic, and Symposium, the dialogues that are fullest 
in explicit affirmation or mythical embellishment of the transcendental idea, need not 
here detain us long. In his exaltation of pure thought and the dialectical method 
Plato clothes the ideas in all the contradictory attributes of a sensuous, aesthetic type, 
an ethical ideal, and a metaphysical noumenon. He is perfectly aware of this, and the 
inconsistency is common to all philosophies of the absolute. 834 In the Phcedrus as 
elsewhere he warns us not to take the myth too seriously. 285 In the Phcedo he 
describes the doctrine as familiar, 916 and reminds us that he does not insist upon the 
precise terminology, but only on the central fact 2 * 7 In the Republic every termi- 
nology is employed from the most naive to the most severely logical or the most 
transcendental. 318 Despite these facts, attempts have been made to extract evidences 
of contradiction or development from the varying imagery and terminology of these 
dialogues. The unity of the Republic has been broken up and its books variously 
dated according to the absence of the theory, or its presence in an "earlier" or 
" later" form. It has even been gravely argued in defiance of all psychological and 
historical probability that the Symposium, which in consonance with its theme men- 
tions the idea of beauty only, represents a stage of development in which the Platonic 

ssi Relative to admitting KoitmrL*. Socratie ethical concepts, not Platonic ideas, is refuted by 

Stt Theatet., 203, 204. * ne context (? rouwnf oinria .... irm&fMir r* ir rate aiffftj- 

923 n* • / M p W: tt <r<<n ' e * c -)» T° e suggestion that the reference is to con- 

**' tnrra * r * n "* versations abandons the whole case, unless they are limited 

»4 Jowbtt's common-sense and literary tact hare an. ^ the interval between the Meno and the Phado! The 

swered literal-minded objectors once for all: "When the simple truth is that Plato may at any time refer to any 

charioteers and their steeds stand upon the dome of heaven p^ of j^ permanent beliefs as familiar doctrine. On the 

they behold the intangible, invisible essences which are theory of development, to what discussions is reference 

not objects of sight. This is because the force of language made in Otto, 46 D, and 49 A B1 To the Gorgiat and Be- 

can no further go."-VoL I, p. 412. p^,^ j j where has Plato often said that t» tA atari 

*» 265 C, tA |Uv iXXa ry hm waUif *<waX<r*cu, «p«rrcir is 6ucat<xrvyr, 1 (Rep. % 483 A). Where has Olaucon 

„_. . ... , .. . .. . . . . heard ©v« aAty««i« that the idea of good is the piytrrw 

3»Those who think that the ideas have been men- ,. « r»*« wum 

tioned in only one preceding dialogue, as the Meno or 8ym- J**"" 1 * T <*^" «* IS ^ 

postern, are much exercised by the •*#** A«yt tv of 72 E, the m 10 ° **• 

a0pvAovp«r«Ycof 76D, andthevoAvtptfAirraof 100B. Lutos- 388508, 697, 586, 634, 532, 514-17, 505-11, 500IK501B, 490B, 

lawskTs statement (p. 282) that these terms may refer to 485 B, 476-80. 
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philosophy contained but one transcendental idea, as if the problems of psychology 
and ontology which the theory of ideas sought to meet or evade could have been in 
any wise advanced by the hypostatization of one concept t We have glanced at such 
methods of reasoning already, and shall meet them again. At present we pass on to 
the hypothesis that the Parmenides contains a criticism of the ideas which leads to 
the abandonment or transformation of the theory in the fourth and latest group of 
dialogues. This hypothesis rests on the assumption that the criticism of the Parmen- 
ides is new, that Plato was bound either to answer it or give up the ideas, and that, 
as a matter of fact, the transcendental idea is not found in the later dialogues. These 
assumptions will not bear critical examination. 

The objections brought forth against the ideas in the Parmenides are obvious 
enough, and, as Jowett says, are unanswerable by anybody who separates the phe- 
nomenal from the real How can we bring the absolute into intelligible relation with 
the relative? How can the absolute (" the Gods") take cognizance of us or we appre- 
hend what is adapted to their thought?* 9 How can we without self-contradiction 
apply to it unity or plurality, or any other predicate of human knowledge? 110 More 
specifically, if the ideas are transcendental unities, how can we predicate multiplicity 
or parts of them as wo must to connect them with one another and with phenomena? 111 
How shall we interpret the figurative expressions that the ideas are present in things, or 
that things participate in or imitate the ideas? 349 If the idea is the postulated corre- 
late of every idem in multis, why should we not assume an idea to explain the likeness 
of the idea and the particular, and so on in infinite regression? 94 * To what extent the 
form of these objections is due to contemporary critics, or the misunderstanding of 
students, or the precocity of Aristotle, is an unprofitable inquiry. Their substance is 
in the Republic, not to speak of the Phcedo, the Euthydemus, the Timceus, and 
Philebus™ Their presentation in the Parmenides, then, does not mark a crisis in 
Plato's thought calling for a review of his chief article of philosophic faith. Plato 
does not and cannot answer them, but he evidently does not take them very seriously ,*• 
though he admits that it would require a marvelous man to sift and analyze them alL 94 * 
They arise from the limitations of our finite minds. 947 Here as in the Philebus he 
bids us disregard them, and proceed on the assumption of ideas to find the one idea 

239 Parmen., 134. Sophist, only because pedants were obstructing the way of 

mSoph., 244, 245; Parmen., 142A; Tim., 87E, 88 A. 1°*** bf denying it. Similarly the rpcw totpmt is dis- 

"i Parmen., 181; P«le*.,15B. ^f^, im ^Jf SepubUe, 597C, and Km., MA, as the 

' *** ™ MW " MO * difficulty of giving a precise meaning to *•*•»*(« is in 

a4aPariii«n.,iaiA t 182D. «48i«A,132K. Euthydemus, 901 A, and Phado, 100 D. 

«44 Rep., 476 A, *M> jtfe fr fcamr drat, t» M r»r wpifrmv ut> phileb., 15 D K. In Sophist*! B C, the reference is 

«ai ffM/Urwr k<u AAAif A«k k<h»*»ki> .... woAAA +air*<r*ai Ummv. to y ie g^ an ^ ma ny in things, bat the application to the 

Cf. Phileb., 15 B; Parmen., 144 E. Some ignore this pas- communion of ideas immediately follows, 
sage. Others wantonly emend it, as Badham, who reads 

lkx v 4>w, and Bywatbb, who reads AAA» ixxmw (Journal Parmen., 1* A B, 

of Phil., Vol. V, p. 122). Ritchie (Plato, 96) takes it in a w Tim., 52 B C, 84 C; PhUeb., 15 D, i*r Mymw . . . 

Pickwickian sense in order to avoid •• anticipating the «4*oc ir ^ur. The Sophist does not really contradict Tim-, 

Sophist" Pfludebeb uses it to prove that the fifth book of 88 A B. Absolutely »r and ^ *' remain a mystery (251 A, 

the Republic is later than the tenth. Anything rather than 251 D, 254 C). The Sophist merely fixes the practically 

admit the obvious fact that Plato always recognised the necessary conventions of logical discourse about them — 

u communion" of ideas, and argued it at length in the tfcr Atfyov, ir rots »«/»* tour Atfyott, etc, 251 A, 251 D. 
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and enumerate all its species. 941 The hypothesis must be judged by its total con- 
sequences. m 

The text of the Parmenides does not bear out the assertion that the objections 
apply to any special form of the theory or can be met by a change of terminology. 
The suggestion that there may be some classes of concepts to which no idea corre- 
sponds is repudiated for good Platonic reasons. 880 The interpretation that the ideas 
are to be henceforth merely concepts is distinctly rejected, was a priori impossible for 
Plato, and is refuted by the positive affirmation of their objectivity in the Timceus™ 
Socrates' s explanation that the ideas are irapaBetyfAara, patterns of which phenomena 
are likenesses, is nothing new. The terminology of pattern, copy, and artist looking 
off to his model is familiar throughout the " early " dialogues, whether used of the 
definition or the idea. There is no hint in the corresponding passages of the Philebus 
that such a variation of terminology could in any way affect the problem. It is not 
proposed in the Parmenides as a new doctrine, but merely as a different metaphor to 
evade the difficulty found in the literal interpretation of fierdx&v — it is a mere gloss 
upon the meaning of fierfyeip. But equally formidable difficulties confront this way 
of putting it.* 5 And there is no systematic change of terminology in the "later" 
dialogues, which, like the earlier, employ in a purely natural and non-technical way the 
various synonyms and metaphors which Plato used to express the inexpressible. 261 

The challenge to find the ideas in dialogues "later" than the Parmenides is easily 
met Nothing can be more explicit than the Timceus.™ The alternative is distinctly 
proposed: are the objects of sense the only realities and is the supposition of ideas 
mere talk ? m And it is affirmed that their reality is as certain as the distinction between 
opinion and science. They are voovfuva and exist /caff avrd™ There is no hint that 

***185BC, PMkb. % 16 D. Cf. Pfuxdr., 270 D, iav M »A«u» for in the idea. The &pom*i«t« are no more separable as 

tlhi ixt r«m ftpi0p^a#4rovf. Lav*, 894 A, ir «Z«e<ri kafiilv an intermediate stage than are tA curirfrra «ai i(i6rr* rwr 

jmt' ipcfjirf. bvrmv *«t ptpifo&«ra of Timosu$ % 50 C. In both eases we have 

SMParmen., 196; Phctdo, 101 D. onlT the idea and the Particular and the metaphorical 

»130D. See Zulu, TOO, 701, for lists of ideas. But, •**«*" of their relation. 
as we have seen, to admit that there is any conceptual »»See my note in A. J. P., Vol. X, No. 1, p. 66. Zellkb, 

unity not referable to an idea is to make the theory a mere Siizungtber. d. BerL Akad. % 1887, No. 18. 
play of fancy, and deprive it of all psychological and onto- ** 51, 52. 

logical meaning. J»51C, * » ottfr &P % 1* **** *<*y<*. For the impossi- 

»i 51 C. Cf. tupra, n. 188. bility of taking K6yot as u Socratic concept " see my note in 

MThe rpfo* &*p»*off is repeated in 182DE. Other A - J - P. Vol. X, p. 65. 
difficulties follow, and the final summing up, 185 A, is **Mr. Aechbb-Hind'b attempt (Jour, of Phil, Vol. 
coached in the most general terminology : «i c tor «tr«t «i XXIV, pp. 49 ff.) to " circumvent " this passage is based on a 
U4mi rmr tm» ««l hpuini m *vr6 n Uturrov cttof. There is misinterpretation of 39 E, Since an idea of fire is not men- 
no suggestion that a new form or terminology makes any tioned in the exhaustive enumeration there given of the 
difference. The much misunderstood passage, 188 CD, is ideas contained in the supreme idea, an idea of fire he 
merely a special application of the general diJBoulty to argues, cannot be meant seriously here. But 88 E does not 
relative terms. Ideal slavery is related only to ideal speak of the '* supreme idea," which is a figment of modern 
ownership, the slavery in us only to the ownership in us. Platonists. The {for is simply the universal of animal or 
There is no discrimination here of a class of «vrA ««** mink living thing, and as such the paradigm of the world which 
«** (Cf- A. J. P., Vol. IX, p. 287). Nor are there, as Jowbtt is a living thing. (Cf. A. J. P., Vol. IX, p. 294.) It includes 
and Camfbbll affirm (Republic, Vol. n, p. S13, n. 1) two all subordinate rov*. {%*. There is no reason to look for 
stages (1) *#to*»*if and (2) M#t{tc m dpouijum* in the other ideas in it. J. Hoeowttz (Da* Platonische ro*r*r 
descent from the .ideas to the individuals. ipouijMra and <Aor und der Philonuche «©*/*<* wnjrdt, Marburg, 1900) fails 
jMTtfxovrif are merely two sides of the same fact— the par- to prove his assertion that the rmrr** {**' is "die Welt- 
ticipation somehow («trtftrp*frtf«*rari#fT«i) of the particu- Idee." Mr. Archer-Hind's further arguments merely pre- 
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they are mere concepts, or thoughts of God. On the contrary, God uses them as pat- 
terns, and as elements in the creation of the soul. 157 They are characterized in 
terms applicable only to pure absolute Being, and the familiar terminology is freely 
employed. 258 Three things, Plato repeats, must have existed from all eternity: the 
pure Being of the ideas, the generated copies, and space, the medium or receptacle."* 
The attempts of modern scholars to eliminate these elements or identify them with 
other categories found in other dialogues contradict Plato's explicit statements. We 
are often told that space is the Odrepop or fit) 6p."° For this there is not a scintilla 
of evidence. 261 Plato even says of space: rairrbv avr^v ad irpoaprjrdop (SOB), and calls 
it a rpCrov ai 7A/09 Sp to T179 x<ty>a9 aei. The "same" and the " other" appear in a 
wholly different connection in the creation of the soul, and are obviously the categories 
of the Sophist attributed to the soul to explain its cognition of sameness and differ- 
ence. 263 The occurrence of these categories in a dialogue that reaffirms the transcen- 
dental idea proves that to Plato's mind the two points of view were not incompatible, 
which, for the rest, is obvious enough from the Phcedrus. We must interpret the 
Sophist, Politicus, and Philebus in the light of this presumption, and treat the termi- 
nology of the ideas as prima facie evidence of the doctrine. The Republic (476) 
" already" states that the transcendental unity of the ideas is somehow compatible 
with their communion. The Sophist formulates all the concessions which a " working 
logic " must demand from all philosophies of the absolute, be it absolute relativity, 
absolute Being, or absolute Platonic ideas. Plato minimized the inevitable inconsist- 
ency, and a sound interpretation will not exaggerate it. A working logic does not 
emphasize the transcendental character of the idea. But the language of 248 A, 
247 A B, distinctly implies it. 268 The statement that hucaioainrq and <f>p6vr)<m are engen- 
dered in the soul (iyytyvercu) obviously does not mean that they are per se concepts 
of the mind. Nor can we infer that the ideas are mere concepts from passages in 

sent the usual objections of common-sense oonoeptnallsm— afofV* , but Aoycrp* nvl r6$? (52 B). But Plato's terminology 

which are not competent to anyone who himself believes in cannot be used out of its context in this way. The nk to 

any metaphysics or attributes metaphysics to Plato. problem belongs to logic. Phctnomena are intermediate be- 

»T28A, » A « »BC, »A. Zblleb, p. 665, n. 2, adds twem Brand ** * because they change, and are and are 

PKadr. t 247, which is irrelevant, and Rep. t 506 A ff., where n °" he same Predicates, not because they are the offspring 

God is the maker of the ideas. Lutoslawski's argument of idea * ^ "natter. In physics Plato was forced, how- 

from ro*m *"* **yov »«p*Aipm$„ (BE, 29 A, pp. 474, 477) in- 0Ter "l™****, *° M8ign * "»? of •*««* to mmtter or 

terpreted as "included in thought" is a simple mistransla- **»**- W- Bmblbt, Prtnciptoi, sec 117: "either that 

tion real space is God, or that there is something beside God 

~.» A * ~^ ~>ir> «,« «*„ ^, •*•» * * .*« * which is eternal, uncreated.") So far is it from being true 

*»52A, 27D, 28AB 29B, 30C. <y.»E,6 *m; 87B,t* ^ 8paoe or u ^to V rt**U>9*uimmi***,<m 

T Tt f* ™ " l ; ** ZT^V™"' -*° ~\ T" *be contrary, Plato explicitly says that phenomena, being 
respond 50 C, wfr*™, and 52 A, 6^rv^u ^ocor ; 81 A, the unreal image8f cUng ^ ^^^ {&Mm) gomehow ^^ 

rptrof MP***. their existence in space. JRm.,52C. 

MSS7ABC is plainly a psychological myth or allegory 

"OJg. ?., by Bitcbtb, p. 116. expressing the results of the analysis of the 8ophut. Qf. 

»iZhll«b, pp. 719 ff., 788, produces none. Aristotle's •^ Tk*eUL % 194 B. 
obscure allusions prove nothing. The identification of the MSfc* Aoyt*pov M fvxj »P*» *V irmt ovr^y, |r Ati tcmrk 

Awtipoy of the Philebus with m hv and matter breaks down. ^fo* i^ m ^ T m 9 *x«*» **** •**** •** <««mv^( *al +po- 

There remains the argument that, since in the Republic the y^^ .... »*„,*,* &p«rbr «<d i*rtr (c/. Ttm., 28B) «W +•« 

ideas are l» and phcenomena are jit to£u — ftrroc and *? ftrrof , Tl a br* v a **rr« a6p*rm, 
matter must be nk hv apprehended neither by rovt nor 
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which we are required to apprehend them in thought or in the soul.** It is often said 
that souls take the place of ideas in Plato's later period. This is a complete miscon- 
ception of Plato's thought and style. It is quite true that he could not confine the 
predicates of true or absolute Being to the ideas. God is, of course, true Being, and 
in religious and metaphysical passages need not always be distinguished from the ideas 
taken collectively. Both are invisible, eternal, intelligible. In the Timceus space also 
is reluctantly treated as a kind of eternal being. The Sophist tries to show that 
" being " is amenable to human logic and cognizable by finite minds. This involves a 
contradiction for all except consistent relativists who renounce pure Being altogether. 
This Plato could not do, for, not only in the Parmenides, but in the late Timceus, he 
retains absolute Being for metaphysics and religion. In the Sophist he shows that for 
human logic it is as impracticable as absolute not-Being, To be known and talked 
about it must come out of its isolation and enter into relations — act and be acted upon. 
Being is therefore temporarily defined against the extremists of all schools as the 
power and potentiality* 6 of action or passion, and the contradiction is smoothed over 
by the equivocal use of "true being" to denote both the metaphysical and the reli- 
gious noumenon — the ideas and God. True Being as God obviously possesses life, 
thought, motion, soul, and true Being as the ideas borrows so much life and motion as 
will explain their intercommunion in finite thought. 1 " But the definition, its purpose 
served, is never repeated, and pure transcendentaljbeing reappears in the Timosus. 
That the ideas still take precedence of souls appears distinctly from Polity 309 C, 
where it is said that fixed opinions in souls are a divine thing in a daemonic thing. 
The same follows from the creation of the soul in the Timceus, and the hierarchy of 
elements in the good (Phileb., 66) where pure ideas precede vovs. * 7 Politictis, 269 D, pre- 
sumably implies the ideas ;** 285 E ff . unmistakably affirms them. What other possible 
interpretation can be put upon the statement Sri rois fiev r&v Svrtop pa&tois xarafiadelv 
aiaOrjrai rives o/AotrfTiyra ire^vKaaiv? These Svra are plainly ideas of material things! 
of which material things are likenesses. But tH rifuarrara (justice, good, eta, Phazdr., 

»* Sophist, 250 B, rpcror ipm, n *«p* rmvra rhhvhrrji fvx» *" ***** of Parmenides (or his followers at Megara or in 

rtfctf . Qf. 243 C, ovx Vto* *«*& rfc *» ravrhv rovro *40oc eiAij- the school — ovUv yap ravqi ftta+tfpct) as well as the *irrm. ptl 

♦***« 4r rjr fvx»« Of. ofioAoyi»A4«T« . . . . ir rjj wt«r«ipf ijntxv* of Heraclitns for which he felt less sympathy. Cf. Theo 

Thecttct., 165 A, from which Lutoolawski, p. 388, infers that tct, 180, 181, 183 E, 184 A. 
the ideas are subjective notions! »7See Zbllbe, pp. 689, 690, who seems to deny the con- 

MS247E, Myopic probably includes both. tradiction altogether, and pp. 696-8, where he argues that 

"•The entire pus**) betrays <Hnbarr.ssm.nt. To adapt *• .^^Jf ~' ly J*""" Ufc " d ""I"!!!}' 7 "? 'ST 

"Bring" to the neoessities of logic, Plato is obliged to ?■"». attnbutedto the ideas,anddo not balong to them 

den, of it (818 D E) what in Tim., » A B, hi. feelings require ta Aristotle's representation. 8p«» f aik to enumerate all 

him to affirm. He treats yiy*«««« as a -Ar*.- which *^*"F^J*£ t ?* a rT "J"/™?. w"k" 

ZtXLB. (p. 658), as a true Aristotelian, think, a Terbal fal- •*■* »' *?*?** ( **** "*.*?£ "**? {,*? 

»cy. In the orooial passage, 849 A, he uws .4* („,« «, <>«*niUon of »r fa directed mainly against the materiaUsto. 

«*»») which draw, our attention away from the idea.. J*?^***^ * £7? "T*"' TZZ**"*! ^ 

And having attributed soul and mind to - It," he merdy *"** ta * f lD f <I * fcrt "f?/ TWWS "T^i wf^f^l" 

infer. that. sine. the*, inrolre «<^«. «<m«. must be in- ■«■« *• »i«^*»««» <* "»• •«>««»* atWta "°T °* *£ 

eluded among fcr. (which Campbell, ad Joe., regard, a. a to *• ld «"f- ■"* Jj f" wl^ he seek, an explicit state- 

formal fallacy). Plainly, whatever implication, we force - rat •"» fa •*•» J^* " « nd tor *"» ""»» " 

upon Plato's words, his purpose here U not to attribute * w,r ♦*•"'» nm " KB> 

soul to the ideas, but to remove from the path of logio the *» t» ««t* t«4t* ml mminn Ixw, etc 
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250 B, Saa aXXa rtfua ^vga*?), have no copies in the world of sense, and must be appre- 
hended by reason. This is precisely the doctrine of Phcedrus, 250 BCD and 288 A B, 
and ought to end controversy. 5 * 9 We have already seen that the Philebus bids us 
assume ideas and disregard the difficulties of the Parmenides™ There is no hint 
that they are only concepts. 271 We may assume, then, that the language of 58 A, 69 C, 
and 61 E implies the ideas.™ 

III. PSYCHOLOGY 

Supposed variations in Plato's psychology have been used to determine the evolu- 
tion of Ids thought and the relative dates of the dialogues. The chief topics are: 
(1) the immortality of the soul; (2) the unity of the soul, or its subdivision into 
faculties; (3) the general argument that the psychology of the " later" dialogues is 
richer and more precise than that of the earlier. 

1. The immortality of the individual soul is for Plato a pious hope," 1 and an ethical 
postulate" 4 rather than a demonstrable certainty . m He essays various demonstrations, 
but nearly always in connection with a myth, and of all the proofs attempted but one is 
repeated. In the Apology Socrates, addressing his judges, affects to leave the question 
open.™ But we cannot infer from this that the Apology antedates Plato's belief in 
immortality. For, to say nothing of Pythagorean sources of inspiration, he had pre- 
sumably read Pindar's second Olympian with approval; and Socrates's language in 
Crito, 54 B, is precisely in the tone of the Qorgias and the Phasdo. m Tfce Meno m 
assumes the immortality and the prior existence of the soul to account for a priori 
knowledge. The Phcedo presents a complicated proof or series of proofs. The Sympo- 
sium seems to recognize only the subjective immortality of fame, and the racial immor- 
tality of offspring.™ The "early" Phcedrus and the late Laws alone agree in a proof 
based on the conception of the soul as the self -moving."* It is easy to foresee the 
hypotheses which an ingenious philology will construct from these facts. Krohn, Pflei- 
derer, and Rohde gravely argue that Book I of the Republic must be very early because 
the aged Cephalus neglects the opportunity to supplement his citation from Pindar with 
a scientific proof of immortality. Horn tells us that the Phwdrus represents the first 

WF6ri»*uF^iDtl»l*lttfc<»^t*^ik44. Pas*** USDS; and wilt tan Um, »B, taat the only 

f»S6»4.J.J». % Vol.IX,ikm k »i <» i » attaoharof Hedes is a fret life in Uti» workW. 

m UrroaiAwaai, p> e*l % ■Istrnnilitai. or, if no prefers, Gov^SBCn»S»S; CHIe,54R 

misinterprets, UD: "tae nature of taoutat inquires tae t»PatMk\BC,i*»e» e*+«t «**» 4* «v "» J*V t ***«. 

onion of notions into aicner units, and tais ooastitate* aa t— «W % ■«y X «Ju«* w. Qf. MtAB; na, ttD; 

stomal iia o s nit y of tae auman mind." <?. sinnnu, p> SI MA>B % Phmdr^mC» 

«^r>^npiHlrMiiiJwiH«ii*«i4w4iWW t»e*C <y tHi> Pflnfi TUT 
■ ■#■■11 .... +—** i Xj *9i i ri* «Ui y»«%»,— eej* t* *e\ «e*U 



mo***** MDS. implies tan dootrine of Pass** 



i£m*A>»Mm.««rtfeM«««ft*e«*v«Kerf«e*u </, ttA, ^ 

■oiliMiw^linlfn. «A,T*r«*e» +#*««, »tia 

For tae idee* in reUtk>n to the e*4nod«%r> •*,***•*», «WIX*a Too muck fc u*de of this, for tae eases 

and a fuller disoossion of tae »* «r fallacy, see in/** iaisiunee oouM ho drawn fromlMss.HI and TOR Tae 

PartIL popele* belief iaHno^ fa Implied, Ml\ and there fa even 

snj>fea«e\WI>.xe*^fe»efet*e^4e*We»»* a aia t, A3 A, that tan pai ln e n gho t amy be inunortal: <Mry 

sujfep^ eWCff.i Lmm% MA, tUDaV »AB; with *» '" * * ■» ! ■■■ ets U ie eel een>e> 
eir *t «rt* *f~r faesre* tm« i nh e re* [«ve*] +«X<K c/. »» Pl S)dr^MIC; i 
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youthful enthusiastic apprehension of immortality, the Symposium expresses the mood 
of sober manhood content with this life, while in the Phcedo old age, waiting for death, 
craves a real immortality. According to Thompson, the Meno reserves the proof of 
what it merely asserts; the Phcedrus outlines a general proof, the Republic later 
attempts another; the Symposium, dissatisfied with all so far achieved, ignores the sub- 
ject; and finally the problem is taken up seriously in the Phcedo. Zeller, on the other 
hand, while holding that all the proofs are substantially identical, thinks, as we have 
seen, that the Republic refers to the Phcedo, and is also later than the Phcedrus. But 
to Lutoslawski it is evident that the proof given in the Phcedrus and repeated in the 
Laws is the latest. And he also can discern that the Symposium, in the first flush of 
idealism, could dispense with the personal immortality of the Oorgias, but that later, 
when the theory of ideas had grown familiar, Plato undertook in the Phcedo to affiliate 
upon it the old doctrine of immortality. 

Hardly more profitable than these arbitrary speculations is the analysis of the 
separate arguments. Broadly speaking, Zeller is right in saying that they all amount 
to this, that it is the nature or essence of the soul to live. But this general truth 
becomes a fallacy when employed to identify absolutely the distinct arguments of the 
Phcedo, the Republic, and the Phcedrus. The gist of the argument in the tenth book 
of the Republic is a fallacy employed also in the first book (353 D E), the equivocal 
use of the apery or specific excellence of the soul in relation to its ipyop, its function 
and essence. In both cases the ipyop is defined in terms of mere life- vitality, while 
the aperrj is referred to the moral life. But in so far as the ipyov or essence of the 
soul is mere life, its aperrj is intensity and persistency of life — not justice." 1 Simi- 
larly the Phcedrus and Laws, identifying life with self-movement, prove the eternity 
of the principle of motion, and assume it to include moral and intellectual qualities. 282 
But there is a certain pedantry in thus scrutinizing these arguments. Plato's belief 
in immortality was a conviction of the psychological and moral impossibility of sheer 
materialism,** and a broad faith in the unseen, the spiritual, the ideal. The logical 
obstacles to a positive demonstration of personal immortality were as obvious to him 
as they are to his critics. If we must analyze the arguments of the Phcedo, the 
analysis of Bonitz is, on the whole, the most plausible. 194 They prove, at the most, 

w Of. the equivocal use of **»r<« in Phcedo, 98,94, to objections by establishing the inherent immortality of the 

denote the composition of physical elements that, on the soul as a form that always involves the idea of life. I may 

hypothesis under examination, is life, and the harmony of add that the fallacy in this ingenious argument may be 

spiritual qualities that is virtue. analysed in various ways. In 108 B it is said that «vrfc rfc 

» Lotos. 896 CD. ivmrriov, as distinguished from v* fgorr* rk hmrrim, could 

never admit its opposite. A*t* t* irmrriov is then sub- 

**Lav*, 80lC,«tr*»r«v«iyip * Arfyw t*0t« wip «al H~p divided into rt fr fcur and rb «r rj+m*. This seems to 

mI Y*r «oi i4p*wpmfty**mirm* rfmr tW. Qf. PJUfeo., yield three things: the ideaperse, the idea in the i»rticular, 

»A; raeofet, 155K, 184D; Sophist, 246 A; Tim., HC, „& the particular as affected by the idea. (Cf.$upra,n.fSL) 

* T«rr«, mwtp mmx 0X*rop«r .... fUr* *rri rm«fe|r Igorr* Ba% there are raally ^ two things: the idea, and the 



particular affected by the " presence " of or " participa- 
te J.e., the argument U rmr irwrfwr r* irrrU, 70 E ft, tion w in the idea. How the idea can be at once in itself 
proves merely that the state of the soul after death is the and in the particular may be, as we have seen, a mystery. 
same as that before birth. The argument from aW^ntvif, But it does not justify the duplication of the idea, which is 
78 &, supplements this fay the proof that before birth the a device employed here only, and presumably with full 
soul possessed intelligence. The final argument meets all consciousness, for the purpose of the argument. For by its 

167 



42 The Unity op Plato's Thought 

the immortality of soul, not of the individual. This Plato presumably knew, but 
we cannot expect him to say so by the death-bed of Socrates or in the ethical myths, 
which obviously assume individual immortality. 885 But neither this unavoidable funda- 
mental ambiguity nor the fanciful variations of the eschatological myths convict Plato 
of serious inconsistency, or supply any evidence for the dating of the dialogues. 

2. In the Republic Plato bases the definitions of the virtues and the three classes 
of the population on a tripartite division of the soul, which he warns us is not demon- 
strated absolutely, but sufficiently for the purpose in hand. 288 A poetical passage of 
the tenth book hints that in its true nature the soul is one and simple, but that we 
cannot perceive this so long as, like the sea-god Glaucus, it is disguised by the accre- 
tions of its earthly life. 287 The tripartite division is embodied in the myth of the 
Phcedrus, which, if we pedantically press the poetical imagery, 288 implies the pre- 
existence even of the appetites. 289 In the Timceua the immortal soul is created by the 
Demiurgus, the mortal, which falls into two parts, spirit and appetite, by his minis- 
ters. 290 Here the tripartite division is subordinated to a bipartite, as Aristotle would 
have it. 221 But we are explicitly warned that the revelation of a god would be required 
to affirm the absolute scientific truth of this division, and to distinguish precisely the 
mortal from the immortal part. 292 In the Laws the question whether the Ovfjuk is an 
affection or a distinct part of the soul is left open. 298 As Aristotle says, it makes no 
difference for ethical and political theory. 294 The Phcedo, attempting to prove immor- 
tality, naturally dwells rather upon the unity of the soul, as does the tenth book of the 
Republic. But it distinguishes, quite in the manner of the Republic, the three types 
of character, the <j>i\jd<ro<f>o<; or (fyikofiadrp, the <f>t\apx<K or ^tXcfrtfto?, and the <f>tXo<rG>- 
/lu»to9 or <f>i\oxpv/*aT<K.** Phcedo, 79 B E, does not affirm that the soul is absolutely 
simple and uncompounded, but that the body is more akin to the composite, and the 
soul to the simple and unchanging. The contradictions found by Krohn and Pfleiderer 
in the psychology of the Republic, or between the Republic and Phcedo, on this point, 
are sufficiently explained by Hirmer. 298 From all this it appears (1) that Plato 
affirmed nothing dogmatically with regard to the ultimate psychological problem. 
(2) That his primary classification was the distinction between the pure reason and the 
lower faculties subordinate to reason and dependent on the body. (3) That for ethical 
and political theory he found most helpful the tripartite classification — reason, spirit, 

aid the life in the individual is posited as an intermediate Plat, Foneh., p. 33, says that Rep., X, most be later than 

entity between life per se and the living individual, and Phadnu, for in the Phcedru* immortality belongs to aU 

pronounced immortal because, like life per «e, it will not three parts of the soul ! 

admit its opposite. Another way of patting it is to say that, no 34 B C 69 C ff. 

in 106 B ff., AAfcaro* is equivocally used for (1) that which „ _^ ' - " fi . , ^ .. . . M 

does not admit death (while life is present), (2) that which x " \ Eth ' Nte " *• 1S * 9 ' °* or * "'" aA " yor * ¥r,ff ,I ** 4 ' * M 

does not admit death at all. ***•" lxor - 

»G<wy.,524ff.;Ifcp.,6Hff. Qf. Law, 904 BC; Tim., »*72D; c/. PJkw*r.,24«A. 

41 D, *»x*« i*1*9wvt Toif ferpoit, etc. »« 863 B, «rt> wttoc tlrt n fiipot 6r * #v|^f. 

**435CDff. MT8UC-612A. *»246Aff. >^ ilfc. JWc., 1, 18, 10, •*«i' 8u^pt* wpot re «^*>. 

*» N atorf, ffermet , VoL XXXV, p. 480, objects that the «* 68 C, 82 C. 

souls of the gods are tripartite and that the horses, though »• " Entstehung und Kompositlon der Plat. Politeia," 

in the procession, do not see the ideas ! Susbmirl, Neue JaKrbUcherfUr Phil, Suppl., N. F,..Vol. XXIII, pp. 642, 648. 
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appetite — which he also embodied in the myths of the Phcedrus and the Timivus. 
(4) That, while this classification may be profitably compared with the modern intelli- 
gence, feeling, will, it is beside the mark to criticise it as if it were meant to be 
psychologically exact and exhaustive. 297 We cannot establish any fixed relation 
between the tripartite soul and the hierarchy of the cognitive faculties — ww (k^ow, 
hrurnqprj)) Sidvoia, Srffa, irUrris, tixaata, etc. 2 * Plato sometimes treats the inerrant 
reason as a distinct part of the soul from the fallible faculties of sense and opinion. m 
He sometimes associates sense-perception with sensuous appetite in common antithesis 
to the reason. 100 But he also, when it suits his purpose, virtually identifies (true) 
opinion with reason, in opposition to the impulses of instinct and appetite" 1 The 
0vfuk 9 though associated with opinion, 902 cannot be assigned with it to a distinct part 
of the soul. 80 * Nor can it be identified with the "feeling" of the modern psychologist. 
The will as a faculty distinct from the impulses of appetite and the judgments of the 
reason has no place in Plato's system. (5) That we cannot fix the time at which the 
notion of the tripartite soul first occurred to Plato, nor may we use apparent variations 
in the mythological dress of the doctrine in order to date the Phcedo and Phcedrus 
relatively to each other or to the Bepublic. 

8. The chief changes alleged in Plato's "later" psychology are: (a) the abandon- 
ment of apafivrjais; (b) a different conception of the relation of mind and body, more 
particularly as concerns the nature and seat of pleasure and pain; (c) a fuller and 
more precise terminology of the cognitive faculties and the degrees of knowledge. 
This later psychology must be sought chiefly in the Philebus. It is not enough to 
point out that the Philebus is especially rich in psychological detaiL The subject 
called for it, and we cannot expect all the dialogues to be equally full in every topic. 
What is required is contradictions of earlier dialogues, or new thoughts not hinted at 
in them. And these are not to be found. 

a) The explanation of the ordinary psychological meaning of kvdiwi\atfi in Philebus, 
34 B, no more proves the abandonment of the peculiar Platonic doctrine than does the 
occurrence of the word in that sense in the Republic, 604 D. The Phcedo itself treats 
the avdiurqavi of the ideas as a special case of recollection and association of ideas gen- 
erally, and employs the consecrated phrase tovto & iarlv hvdnvrjct* of an example that 
fits the definition of the PhiUbus. m Plainly all recollection of the ideas is hvdpwjcu;, 
but all avdfunfaK need not be recollection of the ideas. Moreover, as the word occurs 
without the doctrine in the Philebus, so we find the doctrine without the word in the 
Politicus. As the point has been overlooked, it is worth while to dwell upon it. Every 

•"See Jowbtt.VoLI, p. 410; Zblueb,p.M*; Loto* m PftJie6.,ttD$ Phmdr.. W D; infra, p.tt. a,|W. 

LAwsKX,p.Z7&. •«ThiiUprob«W7Ui«m^flln#ofiJU f #i^fl^Kir«^f < 

••The imagery and terminoloay of ^5UD, SMA, Pfanfr., 253 D, deapite the entitheeia iAsfrvi+i kftp*. 

belong to the literary machinery of the RefmbUc, and are ****** is need of Ufa « opinion in Tkevtct., UPC; Phiktt.. 

not to be preawd. 17 B. 

»Bcp M 478AB,60eE-6«A,T*»«Mri^r^i^W^r anfe Tim^ *7BC. K** and «#r««« nelon* to theelrele 

rff +*XV* *V «**• r * P*rp+ w>ir«f rmmim. of the * i r «g» r in the immortal tool 

s»PAeKfo,6S,«. »*71D, 
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man, we are told, knows all things as in a dream, though he fails of waking knowl- 
edge. 806 This at once recalls the fi£fUL0T)/cv(as tt/9 ^vxffi airavra of the locus classicus 
on apdpvT)<ns, Meno, 81 D. In the Meno, too, it is said that this knowledge is at first 
dreamlike, but is converted by the elenchus into true science.** The Politicus goes on 
to show, by the use of Plato's favorite illustration of letters or "elements,"*" how it is 
that, despite this antecedent knowledge, we go astray, and how in the study of complex 
and difficult things the right use of example and comparison will enable us to recognize 
the identity of the same form or idea everywhere, so that we shall have a waking and 
not a dreamlike knowledge. 808 Children, knowing their letters in some sort, distinguish 
them rightly in easy combinations, but blunder in long hard syllables, until by compari- 
son with the easy they learn to recognize the same letter everywhere. So our soul, 
similarly affected by nature toward the elements of all things (the ideas), sometimes and 
in some things is settled and fixed by truth concerning each one, but at other times and 
in other things is driven to and fro among them all, and of some it somehow forms 
right opinions among the combinations, but fails to apprehend these same things when 
transferred to the long and difficult syllables of facts. Not only the general drift, but 
the language and imagery of this passage must be understood of the recollections of 
the ideas. The phrase raxnbv roxho f\yjav f\ yfrvx^f <f>wr€i irepl tA r&v irdvrtov croL^ela 
ireirovdvla does not refer mainly or solely to our liability to error, as might be sup- 
posed from Campbell's "is naturally liable to the same infirmity,' 9 or from Jowett's 
"has the same uncertainty." It refers to the whole preceding comparison of which the 
starting-point is that the soul knows all things in a sense, even as the children know 
all their letters imperfectly. That this is the meaning of <f>wr€i .... ireirovdvla appears 
further by comparison with Phcedrus, 249 E, iraaa pkv avBpwrov ^rxA <f>v<r€i reOdarcu 
rk 8vra. The doctrine of apdpvr)<ns, then, repeated in the Politicus, is not abandoned 
in the Philebus. This conclusion might have been affirmed a priori. For "recollec- 
tion," once indissolubly associated with the ideas and the pre-existence of the soul, 
would not be given up while they were retained. But pre-existence is assumed in the 
Laws,™ and the ideas, as we have seen, occur in the Politicus™ and are reaffirmed in 
the Timceus, which also implies the soul's prior knowledge of all things, in language 
recalling the Pha&drus and Politicus. m 

b) The general problem of the relation of mind and body is involved in that of 
immortality and the parts of the soul. As we have seen, the Timams, though it assigns 
separate seats to the mortal and immortal soul, declines to dogmatize without the assur- 

** 277 D, Kivivrrvti ymp w*£r ixoarot ©tor Ir+p il&m fcrwr* 306 Jf eno, 85 C, Amp or+p ipri *c Jttnfrrai mi 66$*i afoot. 

*lwiAirm<nr<pvwapiyro<l*>. Ritchib, p. 148, misapprehends *nRepub. % 40tAB; c/ Sop*., 253 A; PWte6.,18C; TKco 

this passage when he associates it with the " lie of approxi- ^ 201 E* Tim. 48 B, etc 

mation." We most use examples not because in ^difficult '^roE, w ^ ^ ft , t ^ ^^ ^ i^ ^r 

matters it is permissible to fall back upon li picture- —•*»*•-»■ -r -■— w- 

thinking and symbolism," but because only by beginning Y*Y ,n l 
with easy examples can we learn how to convert our dream- 809 ****' ****• 

like knowledge into real knowledge. The yip introduces >w Supra, p. 89. 

the whole parallel, of which the dreamlike knowledge of »n 41 E, tV tov vwtoc +vfft» ifafc. 

all things is only the first point. 
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ance of a god, and the Laws leaves it an open question whether the parts of the soul 
are real parts or functions. Ma Of the dependence of our cognitive faculties on bodily 
organs Plato knew as much or as little as we know. 818 In the images of the wax tablet 
and aviary he anticipates all psychologies that explain memory, association, and recol- 
lection, and the distinction between latent and actual knowledge, by material analogies. 914 
But sheer materialism and sensationalism he rejects, for many other reasons 815 and 
because it fails to account for the synthetic unity of thought.* 10 The senses are the organs 
through which, not the faculties by which, we know. 817 Sometimes and for some purposes 
he exalts pure thought freed from all contaminations of sense. 818 In other moods, he 
recognizes that human thought takes its start from aXaOtja^ or immediate perception. 819 
He points out that the contradictions of sense give the first awakening stimulus to the 
generalizing activities of mind. 830 He admits that our minds are too weak to attain to 
knowledge without experience, 831 and require the aid of concrete examples in order to 
apprehend difficult abstractions. ^ We can recover the prenatal vision of the ideas only 
by association with their sensuous "copies," or by strenuous logical discipline. 888 And, 
though knowledge is not sense-perception, sense-perception is the best evidence that 
we have of some things. 834 Only a very literal-minded criticism will treat these con- 
cessions as a contradiction of the apotheosis of pure thought in the Phcedo. 

Slightly more plausible is the claim that Plato contradicts himself in regard to the 
nature and seat of desire, pleasure, and pain. 825 The "early" Gorgias and the "late" 
Philebus explicitly affirm that the soul, not the body, is the seat of desire. 8 * The Philebus 
adds the psychological reason that desire is dependent on memory. 887 The Philebus 
further explains pleasure and pain as mental states arising from changes in the body 
sudden enough or violent enough to affect the mind and pass the threshold of con- 
sciousness, in modern phrase. 838 Pain results from movements unfavorable to the 
"natural" condition of the body, pleasure from those that preserve or restore the natural 

sit Supra, n. 288 ; c/. also Rep., (02 A, cirt voAvtcftfe tin *3*PoliL, 277 D. Cf. Phadr., 262 C, ftA&t wmt Myope* 

fiaroct&yc, Phadr., 271 A. owe ixorrct U*ya vapoAciypara. 

SIS PfeBdo, 96BC, vtfrcpor to alfU tvn* I +porov»cr, * 6 SSSPAcedo, 75 A; Polt't., 286 A; Rep., 533 A, nmk on. i, tou 

a*p ii to *vp, etc. Note the irony of the whole passage. &«Aryto4«t tvvofnt pint av +jr<uv Ijurci'p* om ftr rvr tif 

MThecrtet., TOD ff. ft* Pfcodr., «5A, *«.»), IOTD, •JfT"' *%£ A £'.' 9 ' *£ Z* "L"T*L**E'*""' 

»»J>JK*I».80B.«; iW.,30; Km.,MC; LoM»,m. . "Z^^^ 8 - tf'ZZ"' ^J^Z??" •" 

' ft*. Sophist, 234 D, *«t tiA waS^Untv •r*y*a£o^rovt tvmfymt 

«• TheceUL, 184 D. tyawrwfa* tmv orrmr. The whole passage la in seeming con- 

tradiction with the thought of Phcedo, 100 A, and Rep., 473 A, 
that words (thought) come nearer to truth than deeds. See 



m Thecctct., 1UC; Phcedo, 66 D, 79 C; Tim., 67B. 



nz Phcedo, 66 C (cf. Thecdet., 187 A), 66 A, tUurpti*; tq also Jfeno,97B. 
iuwyi 67C, to x-P*"* 5 n MAmtt* M roO o^aro* r* WQrote, Jowctt, Mr. Henry Jackson, and others. 
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Horn, who rejects the Philebus, says (p. 380) that it assigns 



si* ThecetcL, 179 C, to wapor fcArry vttot # *r mi oto^rcit desire to the soul, but pain and pleasure to the body. 

ml «i ««ri tovto* «{<u. Charm., 159 A, olo**riV nr« wap4 x «*, s» Qorg., 493 A, n)t W *vxfr tovto iw 4 iwtiv^imi <Url. So 

i£ ft U$m. Ir rit aw. vcpl avn)t «ii|. Phileb., 249 B, U *oAA»r Tim., 69 C. 

tor «io^fVft*r cif Ir Aoyurpy $vvmxpoviitvov. 

S2735. 

s» Bep M 524BC; TheateL, 186 A B. m ^ ^ tfBa ^ ^ ^ w( , rf ^ M ^ ^^ 

mThecttd., 149 C, Sri o Mpmwirq +vw «?4«r«0T4p« $ rof ivi t^v ^xi* TtcVovo-cu *c*i Acyopcwu l^ooral. Cy. LatOt, 
Aalctr Wxmp &r *> j fcrcipoc. 673 A, jUxp* **« t^X** ; Tim., 45 D (of sensations). 
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state. ** This is also the doctrine of the Timcens, and it is not contradicted anywhere. 
In ethical and religious discussion, however, it is natural to identify the "soul" with the 
higher intelligence, vofc or immortal soul, and to speak of the pleasures of the mortal 
soul which come through the body and are necessitated by the body as pleasures of 
the body. And Plato, though usually scrupulously precise,** occasionally permits 
himself this inexact way of speaking. The Philebus enumerates three kinds of mixed 
pleasures and pains: (1) merely mental, as in the pleasurable-painful emotions; (2) 
merely bodily ; (3) those that arise when pleasure of mind accompanies pain of body, 
or the reverse. 331 In a few cases the "bodily" pleasures are spoken of as if they were 
literally in or of the body. 332 But Plato was justified in assuming that only a careless 
or captious reader would misunderstand him. For hardly three pages back he had 
explained that bodily states produce pleasure and pain only when they cross the 
threshold of consciousness. 333 There are also two or three cases in the Phcedo. In 
the first the phrase "appetites of the body" is used in a highly wrought, ethical pas- 
sage precisely as it might be employed by a modern preacher, with no implication of 
psychological doctrine. 334 The second occurs in the refutation of the hypothesis that 
the soul may be a "harmony" of material states or elements. To refute this objection 
Socrates employs the very argument used in the Republic to distinguish vovs from 
hnOvpia and Ovfuk.™ The soul cannot be identical with that which it rebukes and 
controls as a superior. The soul, instead of being controlled, inrb r&v rou ow/iarm 
iraO&p, is master of them. Therefore it cannot be a "harmony" composed of them. 
The appetites are treated as material trady/Mara in order to refute, in its own termi- 
nology, the hypothesis that the soul is a composition of material iraOtjfiaTa. The 
argument would lose its force if stated in the terminology of the Republic If the 
tripartite soul were explicitly recognized, it would be necessary, first, to decide which 
parts are to be immortal ; secondly, to prove directly, and not by the equivocal substi- 
tution of "bodily" appetites for states of matter, that the vofc or soul cannot be a 
harmony of material elements. For these reasons, in the Phcedo, soul, tacitly identified 
with vofc, is opposed to body as a whole, including the appetites. But the literary 
and fiBsthetic necessity of this way of speaking having once been perceived, we cannot 
treat it as a contradiction of the psychological truth clearly stated in the " earlier" 

*& Phileb., SID ff., 42 D; Tim., 64 CD, 66 C, 68 A. Im- ivrfmotrf .... y4r*t is merely preparatory to the explana- 

plied perhaps u already " in CratyU, 419 C, f n Aihro, i*b rip tion that they are the psychic correlates of beneficial or 

aiaAvrcttt row rwpaToc. Aristotle, Eth. Nic., 10, 3, 6, contro- harmful changes in the body. It is obviously no contra- 

▼erting the doctrine that pleasure is a yivm, says: «i diction of the reference of 9**"f to thetompor in SIB. Qf. 

«ij ivri tow xara $v<riK a*>awAjf»HTii qoorir, iv $ if avawkipmvii, A. J P., Vol IX, No. 8, p. 284, 

tovV av «al }oo4to' to <r»/i« •>•* ov *o«ct «, where o* toct* S3S4SBC. Cf. 88 D, #fe rmv w«pl to «A*v« .... w*0+iirw9 

expresses as often Plato's opinion. Ta ^ iv ^ aiit^rt c«r«*0trrv|M»« voir fcrl rV *»X*» &«*«**•* 

•MPMIeb., 89 D, rmv «tA tov <r»p«rot *oo»»». So 45B, This is the doctrincof Tim,, 64 ABC, and it is " already " 

Phctdo, 65A; Tim., 64A; Rep., 584 C, 485 D; Phileb., 45 A, implied in Thecetct.,mC, on 3** to* *tf*v«rov mffcumifei 

ml vcpi rb <tJ>m*. So Phadr., 258 E. Cf., Cratyl, 404 A ; Rep., tV +vx*" rtivn. Phileb., 55 B, explicitly affirms that pleas- 

442 A; Tim., 64 A; Phileb., 41 C, to *i»p« <r to wap*x<$#it*or; nre is in the soul only : *&c owe iAoyoV ion /tottr *<yoJo» «Z»ot 

Rep,, 584 A, to" yt itfi> iv i/rvxo Y*Y»'©>«»'©»'J 442 A. .... wk^v iv fvxB *«1 •i*»8ia foor^r jtoVor. 

Ml 47E-50D, 46 C, 47C D. W*66C, ml yip woA^ov* c«t rraVoic ml *•*•* ********* 

«M46BC, 50D. So Prodicns in Prolog., 837 C. The «^X« t * »**• mi at tovtow inHpUi. 
statement, Phileb., 81 B, that pleasure and pain originate « Pkcedo, 94 B ff. ; Rep., 441 B, 890 D. 
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Oorgias and "later" Philebus. One might as well argue that the tenth book of the 
Republic antedates or abandons the tripartite soul because the doctrine is ignored in 
the proof of immortality attempted there. 

c) Lastly it is sometimes affirmed that the later dialogues show an increased preci- 
sion in the use of psychological terminology. In fact, however, Plato's psychological 
vocabulary is nowhere technical He is content to make his meaning plain by the 
context. Nor can we find in Spinoza or Kant or in any modern text-book the consist- 
ent precision that is sometimes demanded of Plato. There is no modern terminology 
which sharply discriminates mental states that are or are not supposed to involve the 
element of judgment and belief. There is none that shows independently of the 
context the precise line intended to be drawn between sensation and perception, 
or distinguishes revived and compounded "images" from "images" regarded as 
immediate impressions. We cannot, then, expect Plato to emphasize distinctions not 
needed for his immediate purpose, but if we bear this in mind, we shall find no serious 
inconsistencies or significant variations in his use of such terms as aXadqan &>'f a and 
Qawaala. 

Aa<t6t)<tl<; is any immediate sensation or perception or consciousness including 
pleasure and pain and Locke's inner sense." 6 As sense-perception it is rightly said to 
involve judgment,** 1 and so issues in &ffa, opinion or belief.** 8 The word Srffa may 
be used in this neutral, psychological sense ; it may be taken unfavorably to denote 
mere opinion as opposed to knowledge, or favorably when true opinions and beliefs are 
set in antithesis to the appetites and instincts.* 83 These shades of meaning arise 
naturally out of Greek usage, and would call for no comment if they had not been cited 
to convict Plato of inconsistency or change. The mental process that terminates in 
the affirmation or negation that constitutes &£a may be expressed in words, X0709,* 40 
or take place in silent thought. In the second case it is hdvoia — a discourse in the 
soul.* 41 Aidvota, then, mere or silent thought, may be opposed to speech* 43 or to 
thought accompanied or interrupted by sensation.* 43 It is thus often a synonym of 
pure thought* 44 But the Republic, in default of a better term,* 45 employs it to denote 

s»Tte<z<ei.,156B,186DE,lS£BC; Phileb.,UA; Charm., twPhileb., 38 E, ««l Atfyoc «n yrfyow rfm 6 rtfrt M£«r 

150 A. Umkoviuv. 

WRep., 523 B, ^ i****, fcrfc rfr a«r#*r«* ipirfav*. ™Phileb., 88 D; Theatet., 189 E, 100 A. 8oph., 268 E, 

Phileb., 38 C f »©AA*ffi* iWvri .... 0ovAc<r#«t «pc>«ty *aup «r tewa fiir ««i Atfyoc Tawrrfr w\i* * filv irrbt rfr fvjrif *P** ****» 

rmv$' iwtp &pf. This is not quite the modern psychologist's **«Aoyoi, etc. 
recognition of the judgment involved in perception, but it •*> Soph., 238 B, 264 A. 

leads up to Aristotle's characterisation of sensation as m ThecUeL% mC D; Rep., 511 C, tWrf, ** . . . . *AAa »* 

**~tur<riirtvTo** 4 *ru&. Analyt. Port., in fine. .i**^™. In Phctdo, 78 D, it is the (memory) imagination 

*** Phileb., 38 B, 1* funfrt** re ff«l otffftfffc »« 66$*. Phcedo, of modern psychology : «ol iv rg ttorot'f ikafior rfc cZ&of tov 

cic tovtwv (bc. the senses) M ytyroiro M»^Mn ««* &£*. Charm., wu&6*i in Rep., 603 C, it is the mind, including higher and 

150 A, ai<r*rpi» . . . . # fc to£a. In Theatet., 170 B, iAi^i lower faculties. 

ti+rouw .... *cv** *<$«,, Suxvoia and «<J*a are virtually i" Phcedo, 66 A, tihucpirtt rj liaroi*; 65 E, •** U*m* 

synonyms. «t*roi^r«*. In Thecetet., 195 DE, we pass from an image 

*** Phileb., 60 D, M^i^r ffcu +p6npw «« iAi^ h6$a» rfc of a man, hv 3uu*«vfi«** iUvoy, bpmiLtv ft' ov, to abstractions as 

avrtf* i&4a< Tt$<n*roi. PAcedr., 237 D, i^vrot c*i*vpi« .... ri frfota 1/i^v iXkoft&tav—iTmiw ; c/. Rep., 526 A, ft* fearo*- 

fcrumrm M£«. Tim., 77 B. In Theatet., 187 A, «o£a<ci* is rt?*«* tfrov cy X «»pci. 
almost the pure thought of Phcedo, 65 C. 846 533 D, ©v *cpt oro>«ro« *jt+t*04rj*if . 
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the processes of mathematics and the sciences, which are inferior to the pure thought, 
vofc, of dialectic, in that they depend on sensuous imagery and hypotheses. 11 * 

Plato describes memory images, 847 and images of "imagination."* 8 But he has 
no term for imagination as a faculty intermediate between abstract or verbal thought, 
on the one hand, and sense-perception, on the other. For <j>avraaia takes its color 
from Qalverai and ^aprafcrcw, which include all forms of opinion and illusion, and it is 
often merely a disparaging synonym of Wfa.* 9 But Qalvercu, though applicable to 
any notion that appears true, is most naturally used of the appearances of sense, and 
so <f>avraa(a is preferably the form of &>'f a that accompanies sense-perception," and 
may be defined as irvpfufc aUrOrjcew teal $6£as. m Pure infallible knowledge as an 
ideal must be sharply distinguished even from true opinion. 163 Strictly speaking, it 
cannot be defined, 363 and is unattainable in this life.* 54 Poetically it may be described 
as the vision of the ideas, and we may be said to approximate to it in proportion as we 
"recollect" the ideas by severe dialectic.* 6 Practically knowledge is true opinion, 
sifted and tested by dialectic, and fixed by causal reasoning." 6 "True opinion" may 
be disparaged in contrast with the ideal, or praised as a necessary stage toward its 
attainment" 7 It is a very mechanical criticism that finds contradiction or inconsist- 
ency here. 

There is no limit to the contradictions or developments that a false subtlety can 
discover in Plato's psychology. Most of them are by implication explained away in 
the foregoing summary. I will close with two or three further examples which must 
stand for all. 

Susemihl" 8 argues that the Theartetua marks an advance on the psychology of the 
Phcedrus because it includes Wahrnehmungsurtheile in Sotcelv or S6£a.** But the 
Thecetetus itself elsewhere attributes them to al<r0r)<ris, for only so could it identify 
Protagoras's theory with the definition atadrfais = eirurrqpr). As we have seen, the 
distinction is futile, for o&rfliyw may at any time be the modern sense-perception, 

M«£ep.,511D,5S4A. See Idea of Good, pp. 280 ff. «> Tkeatet, 152 C, +*™*U ipa c«i «I»*Vf r»trtr «- n 

wPhileb., 89C; Pfcedo, 73D; ThecOeL, 191D, ** Ar *«"»* ,"? ™ ™ ^ ^2MA,^^^ 

frj rb «;*.*•, i*™, etc. **** * «<**"•« «WM"* * ™»™ •* »•** ; <• «• it is here 

not a memory image, bat a percept accompanied by belief. 

the fantastic account of the functions of the liver, Tim., ^ "[Soph., »*B. Hence here 283 D, +»™* ""***?**- 

71AB. Grots, expecting the modern atomistic order: sen- ^^^^^ir^^lTu!^ 1 ^" 1 ^* 1 ^ 

sation, image, idea, judgment, is surprised that in Phileb., are «**? to ^mit truth and falsehood. Modern atomistic 

89, memory and sensation first writeArfy* in the soul, and Psychology sometimes concei vw " ima^' as merepictures 

that, secondly, a painter supervenes who paints images of ^olvkLg no afflrmaUon or belief. Aristotle s^ms to «*- 

these Arfyi and the corresponding «*«. But it is charac ? row «* *—** Anima l **+ J**?, r * ♦T^ 

teristicof Platoto put the image after the idea, the word, ^fT**?? S» •»<**«•«. But in 428a, 12, thinWng of 

and the Judgment everywhere. Moreover, the images here £"*"■• «> A B, he says, « ^ ^.rW« yW™ «u »Wt 

are not the primary images of perception, which are in- * ** * 

eluded in Plato's *a*n<n^ but imaginative visualisations m Tim., 51 D E. *» Tfcetztefut, infra; swpro, p. 48. 

of beliefs and hopes. In the mature human mind this is sm Phcedo, 06, 67 ; Law, 807 D, m vw* wvri •wmb W«urtr 

probably the real order: (1) sensation (perception), (2) tytfpcvot. 

faint verbal judgments, (3) vivifying of specially interest- Mm n ^ «- . .. ^ — „_„ 

ing judgments by imaginative visualisation. ™ Supra, n. 828. «• Infra, on the ThemU*. 

M» ThcceteL, 161 E, iMyx<ty t« aAA*A»r +«»ra?t«c n «*i » 7 Supra, n. 801. 

W*«. 868 Neue Plat. Fortch., p, 62. W209AL 
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including judgment, and $6£a may always be used either of the belief that accompa- 
nies aZaOtiais, or of the operation of the mind as opposed to sensation. 

Campbell thinks the rejection in Politicus, 281 C D, of /caWt<rn)v /cat jjLey&mjv 
iraa&v as a satisfactory definition is an advance on Thecetet., 207 D, where the sun is 
defined as the brightest luminary, etc. But the point is simply that made "already" 
against Gorgias's fidyurra t&p avdpayrrefov irpay/iaT&p as a definition of the matter of 
rhetoric. 160 Again, Campbell thinks the mention of ho%av and Qawaatav in Sophist, 
260 E, as distinct faculties implies an advance on the Thecetetus. But the Thecetetus 
does not identify the words by using them once or twice as virtual synonyms. The 
Sophist, 264 A, temporarily distinguishes Qawaaia as a judgment present to the mind, 
&' aladqcew;* 1 while Srffa is a judgment, iv ^vxi fcarh Sidvotav .... /AerA <riyffi. 
But to press this would prove too much by distinguishing the Sophist from the late 
Philebus also. 

Lastly, Lutoslawski argues *■ that the Phcedrus and Thecetetus are later than the 
Republic, because they familiarly employ Swa/us in a sense first explained in Republic, 
477 C. He overlooks Protag., 330 A, and the five occurrences of the word in Char- 
mides, 168, in a passage fully as metaphysical and abstract as that cited from the 
Republic. Indeed, the case cited from the Phcedrus, 246 D, irrepov Svpafus, is a mere 
periphrasis like rj re rod irrepov <f>wris, 248 C, and of the two cases from the Thecetetus, 
158 E closely resembles the Charmides, using the word in the vague general sense of 
power or potentiality, and 185 C, rj ye &A t^9 yXtHrrnp Svpafus, uses it of the senses, as 
do the Charmides, 168 D (cucoq, tyi?), the Republic, 477 C (ifyiv teal iucoqv), and the 
Protagoras, 330 A (6<l>0a\fuk &ra). Of equal value are the developments which 
Lutoslawski finds in the use of SiaXacrucy, <f>i\o<ro<f>{a fieOoSos, 17 t&p Xiywv rfypri, etc.** 

PART II 

The dialogues were composed in some order, and a study of their parallels, coinci- 
dences, or variations in thought will often seem to indicate the plausible, possibly the 
real, historic sequence. That is not the purpose of this paper. I wish to show (1) 
that our conception of Plato's philosophy is not appreciably affected by placing the 
dialectical dialogues — the Sophist, Politicus, Philebus, and possibly the Parmenides 
and Thecetetus — after, rather than before, the Republic; (2) that the evidence is at 
present insufficient to date the dialogues of the "earlier" and "middle" Platonism, 
and that, again, from the point of view of the interpretation of the content, it does not 
greatly matter. The chief value of such negative results is that the way to them lies 
through, a further positive interpretation of Plato's true meanings. 

There are certain perennial puzzles of language or thought that present them- 

»> Gory., 451 DE. " In earlier works Plato used the term soul as free from 

»i Cy. Thecetet., 158 C; ntpro, p. 48, n. 850. ^7 ambiguity. Here we see already a trace of doubts 

about the existence of the souL" He might as well say 
m Pp. 331, 396. that the existence of the soul is called in question by Crito % 

*» Cf. the statement, p. 373, & propos of the innocent 48 A, fcctfo & n tot' «<rri, etc., or by Syinp., 218 A, r*r ««p6t«r 
phrase, TAecsfct, 184 C, «« rfrvxn* «*c © rt 5<i «aA«o' that: w f W* yap^onUl onoitara. 
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selves to Plato in three forms: as mere eristic sophisms; as hindrances to a sound 
logical method ; as serious problems of epistemology and metaphysics. They may be 
roughly enumerated as the problem of Being and not-Being, or the true nature of 
predication and negation ; the antithesis in thought and things of the one and the 
many, the whole and the part, permanency and change, rest and motion; the nature 
and possibility of real knowledge, and the meaning of consciousness of self. They are 
all directly or indirectly involved in the theory of ideas, but we may also study them 
in the group of dialogues in which they are most prominent. 

The Euthydemtis presents a broad burlesque of all the chief sophisms of eristic. 
The Parmenides systematically exposes all the antinomies concerning the one and the 
many, the whole and the part, rest and motion, that can be deduced from the abuse of 
the ambiguity of the copula. The Thecetetus covers with persiflage the forms of 
eristic associated with one-sided theories of knowledge, especially materialism and 
extreme Heracliteanism, and makes a serious effort to solve the epistemological prob- 
lem. Here perhaps, and here only, does the Socratic avowal of perplexity express 
Plato's own state of mind. The Sophist makes explicit the lessons implied in the 
Parmenides and Thecetetus, and finally disposes of fourth-century eristic so far as it 
affects the presuppositions of practical logic and sound method. The Politicus applies 
the method of the Sophist to the definition of the true statesman, reaffirming from a 
different point of view, and perhaps with less confidence in the ideal, the chief doc- 
trines of the Republic The Philebus restates the true logical method that emerges 
from eristic or metaphysical debate and applies it to the ethical problem of the 
sutnmum bonum. 

We will begin with the Sophist, which contains the fullest exposition of method 
and the most explicit analysis of the fundamental eristic sophism. For our purpose 
there are three topics; (1) the method of definition by dichotomy; (2) the problem of 
Being and not-Being; (3) the logical and grammatical analysis of the sentence. 

1. The formal dichotomies of the Sophist and Politicus lend these dialogues a 
very un-Platonic aspect. They may be said to be characteristic of Plato's "later" 
style, so far as this can be true of a feature that is less prominent in the Laws than it 
is in the Oorgias or Phcedrus. Their significance for Plato's later thought is very 
slight. To understand this we must distinguish the elaboration of a definition by 
successive dichotomies from the more general logical use of distinction, division, and 
classification. Aristotle is at great pains to prove that the method of dichotomy 
assumes and does not establish the definition.* 4 His criticism may have been needed 
against literal-minded pupils of the Academy. Plato obviously is nmnmng himself 
by playing with the method.* 1 He clearly recognizes that formally correct dichoto- 
mies may lead to half-a-dozen definitions of the same object.** All depends upon the 
tact with which the original "one," the concept to be divided, is chosen,* 1 and the 

9"AnaLPr. % Zl; Anal /\»t.,II,&; ParL ^n.,l,2ff. *"lbia\ 2KB, iAA* i~Xifim**w «r vpmr mrr^rW 

MSee Boxm, pp. WO ff. ••♦••rV *i*m * amm . *r yap W |Mt jmAct* nri^ii^ mirm 

*»Scpk. % ZSL »**•*. 
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insight that selects at each turn 168 the most significant principle of subdivision. The 
process of dichotomy is only a mechanical aid to exhaustive search and the discovery 
of all relevant distinctions.* 9 The elaboration of it as a method of definition in the 
Sophist and Politicus is a mere episode. It is not followed up in the Philebus, 
TimceuSy or Laws, and is therefore of no importance for Plato's "later" thought. 

A very different thing is the broader use of the method for the avoidance of 
eristic equivocation and the correction of hasty generalization or inarticulate empiri- 
cism. To distinguish and divide for these purposes is still the only way of clear 
thought and accurate speech, and Plato's insistence upon it as the one principle of 
logical salvation is worthy of the keenest dialectician that ever lived. But in this 
larger use the method tar* elStf refiveiv is by no means confined to the Sophist and 
Politicus. There are hints of it in the Symposium.™ The Oorgias employs it with 
some ostentation.* 71 It is found in the Phcedo* 12 the Cratylus™ and the Thecctetus.™ 
Its terminology and use are familiar to the Republic.™ Most explicit is the Phcedrus, 
which not only makes an ostentatious display of divisions and subdivisions,™ but 
describes the entire procedure of true method in language that closely resembles the 
summing up of the whole matter found in the Philebus.™ But side by side with 



«• Note jwufctr, 8oph., 2S2 A ; Polity 266 E, etc. 

•■•The imagery of the Sophist and Politicus implies 
this throughout. Cf. Soph., 235 C ; Polit., 258 C, 260 B, 262 A, 
rb ^rnwjtcror iv fltvAovtoto-t rd viv iv rott q/tur-cour etc totc 

SVtfOCt $|T«t90«U; SOph., 229 D, Ct &T9I10V l|&t «©*Tl *«"> 4 Tl »' a 

«Xor ftuupcctr if toy frwrvfttat; Phoidr., 221 B, *«•' <t£if ftc'xpi 
tov ar/i^rov rcjtvctr; Phileb., 13, 14 B, tV roiwv ftta^opbrirra; 

etc. 

STOtymp., 205BCD, ctycAtfrrcf . . . . n cttot . . . . *r 

pdptOP i+OfHVttv TO VCpt . . . . ©t ftfo aAAj? rpC*d>CKOt . . . . oi 

M card iv rt cloof turret. C/. Polity 262 D, rb pc* .... ic tr 
.... d+a«povrr«v .... cat ycVoc Iv airrb c!vat. Soph., 222 A, 
Urpiwtvtov; Polity 258 C ; Tim. % 60 B, ycVo* ck varrwc dtopt«*c>; 
Sop*., 229 C, 257 C, 268 D. 

*n 454 E, W© <^i| ^M«r. The two «!*>? are denoted, as in 
the 8ophist, by adjectives in -«©*, 455 A, frequent also in 
pp. 464, 465. Socrates's humorous definition of rhetoric, 
pp. 462 ff., is in the vein of the Sophist. It starts from the 
alternative art (science) or not-art, 462 BC, like Soph., 
219 A; PoUU 258 B. It is found to be a branch of the 
pseudo-art KoAoccvrunf, which is divided rOpaxa, corre- 
sponding to a four-fold division of art obtained by two 
successive sub-divisions. Similarly Sophistic is finally 
found to be a part, pop**, Soph., 268 D, of the quadripartite 
+arra*Turb>. 

TOTOA, 0wp«v . . . . ovo* fi&|, etc.; 90 B, avsv Tij* vept rob* 
Aoyovt T*xrif$; 75 D, olc «irur£payt£6>«0a tovto o fart. CJf. Phileb., 
26D; Folic., 258C. 

roin 424 CD, the division of letters «ara «i«>? and the 
subdivision of these tia* is the method of Philebus, 18 B C. 
We are further required to examine the things to be named 
by letters and see <i l» avrolc effort* cZ6>, and then apply one 
set of c!&t to the other, precisely as in Phctdrus, Zll B. 

•7*147D, ^r««.8«| dvctpot rb *A$0oc .... £vAAA0ctr etc Ik 
(c/. Phileb., 18 B, oray tic rb drctpov dyay«ao0]} rpttTov Aajx/fc- 
wtr, etc) ; 147 E, rbr dptfpbr *arr« lex* buAdlojiffr, etc. 



375 397 B, rd «uo tlSr,; 440 E, 445 G. In 454 A, eristic arises 
6td rb /*ij ftvvcurfat kolt «iflrj fttatpovjieyot rb AcyoVcPor cvwaoirf tv, 
precisely as in Pol/*., 285 A. Cf. Phileb., 17 A ; 8oph., 253 D. 
Again, cf. Rep., 470 B, Jvo TaOra t<x bp6>aTa .... bvra cVt 
bvo»v TtKOtv ftta^opatv; 532 E, Kara wola Sri *i6q 6i4<miKtv; with 
which cf. 504 A; Phileb., 23 D, and Poftt., 260 C, ri»* . . . . 
rixvyv .... tfcarcov ct «tj Uianimv with context. Compare 
further 544 CD, ^ tic xoi «V «ii«i Jeopard rtvl ire era* with 
Polity 285 B, ftia^opac .... bvikratvcp <y ci£c« , i (curat; 580 D, 
6igpirrflu KaTa Tpta fi5i|, ovrx «at fvxh .... rptxf. 

"6 244E, 253C, 270 B, 271 D. 

>77 it is often affirmed ( Jowett, Natorp, Jackson, Bury, 
etc.) that the method of the Philebus, Politicus* and Sophist 
is more advanced than that of the Phadrus, in which " the 
complementary methods of generalization and division are 
applied merely to the discovery of Socratic definitions 
with a view to consistency in the use of debatable terms. 1 ' 
Well, the subject of the Phcedrus being the necessity of 
basing rhetoric upon definitions and dialectic, that point 
is naturally emphasized there (265 D, lv Uturro* bpe^opepot 
AqAov rot)}, vepi oh av act o'toaovrcti' iOikj)). But all theories 
of a sharp distinction between the method of the Phadrus 
and that of the "later" dialogues will only injure the 
scholarship of their propounders. The Phcedrus requires 
rriv bjiotonrra riv bvrmv JtctAcVat (262 A; cf. Soph., 231 A, bet 
vacrwc fiakurra vept rat o/toiOTTTTa? woitl<r$ai ri|y ^vAaxifv; 
Phileb., 13 A B). To do this we must know 6 con* cxatfrov 
top bvrmv (262 B). The method is twice described (265, 266, 
and 270 D). We must first reduce to unity rd aroAAaxjj Si«<r- 
wapn«va (265 D; cf. Phileb., 1GD, act ptar ibiav wtpi warrbt 
iKoaror* 0cpcVovc ^Tct*'; cf. 26 D). This unity we are to 
divide icar ip$pa rt vc^vxc (265 E; cf. Polit., 262, and with 
Karayvvyai cf. Polit., 287 C, 265 D, KaraBpavtiv) and subdivide 
(266 A, rtfivtv ovk carafe), distinguishing and following up 
separately the right- and left-hand paths ^266 A, b*$t* .... 
dpurrcpd; cf. Soph., 264 E, woptveaBai Kara rovwi 6e£ik del p-ipo* 
tov rjii|0cVrof), till the object of oar search and of our praise 
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what seems to as the purely logical treatment of the ideas as conceptual genera and 
species, the Phcedrus pictures the prenatal vision of them ; the Republic announces 
the most naive realism with regard to any and every universal ; and the Timceus sol- 
emnly reaffirms their objectivity. m In the face of these facts, it is impossible to 
maintain that the dichotomies of the Sophist are evidence of a later doctrine in which 
the transcendental or naively realistic idea is discarded for the genera and species of 
conceptual logic. The emphasis and center of interest may shift from dialogue to 
dialogue — the doctrine remains the same. 

But the opposition between the two points of view cannot be denied or disguised. 
The noumenal idea is one. But not only as reflected in things, but as subdivided by 
logic, it is many. By a natural and inevitable metaphor both Plato and Aristotle 
speak of particulars and lower species as parts of the higher conceptual whole to which 
they are subordinated. By the theory of ideas, as we have said, each of these parts, 
every subordinate concept, is an idea, not only the summum genus and the lowest 
species, as animal and dog, but the intermediate groups, mammal and quadruped, etc 
The Aristotelian objection that the one dog will thus embody a whole series of ideas 
we have dismissed with the metaphysics of the subject The relation of the particular 
to the idea is a mystery. And once we have accepted the metaphors "presence," 
"participation," "pattern," a number of ideas can be reflected by or present in one 
thing as easily as can one idea. 

But the elaboration of logical and scientific classification brings up the difficulty 
in a new and more specific form less easily evaded. For the theory of ideas any and 
every subordinate group apprehended as a conceptual unit by the mind is an idea.** 
For sound logical and scientific classification only true genera and species are ideas — 
not necessarily " true species " in the sense of the modern naturalist, but in the sense 
of the Platonic logic; that is, classes and groups based on significant and relevant 
distinctions. From the one point of view we expect every part to be an idea; from the 
other, Plato explicitly warns us against mistaking for true ideas what are mere frag- 
ments or parts."* His embarrassment shows that he felt the difficulty. Sound 

and blame is found £KA; c/. Sop*., 235C, tv~*^****l* etc; Potit., 285 A, etc; low, SNA A, 963 D, 965 C. Each 

•try tuu#«v*r«« .... imw mtp *» **+#£). He who can thus dialogue brines out some aspect of it less emphasised in 

look «i« l» ««t iwi ««AA4 is a dialectician (366 BC; c/. Par* the others. We cannot expect Plato to repeat himself 

mm., 132 A, pi* v»t Wwc torn **«• €***» «r» «*vt« i N i n ,- Soph., verbatim. But these Tariations hare little or no signifi- 

233 C\ *V tir *m hntm+wm* *«r««r*t m# S«**t* nNtni canoe for the evolution of his thought. 

«*rr« ,M*»far). Again, looking at it from the point of Tiew vtSmpra, p, 35, n. 238; p, 37, n.256. 
of science rather than of rhetoric and dialectic (270), the 

object of investigation is either simple or manifold. If ,T,R ?^ a ?_ A 7. CT . P i S ° pk ? 2S F 1 *"?*. # 7*" *" *** 

it has many «;**, we must enumerate them 1 2?0 D, r*vr« •**#» U™m*+ *ir* fcryvtutv «c *"*#*" *» • *•*•*» «*»» «■»•»•»*•* . . . . 

»»»*»tr»v«; </. J>*ifaes, 1«D, tpUirntfir **t*»tr •*»•» •**• ********* **X*i* ***** PhOmK, IS C D, the ****** of 

Mrr.Mnl|TWfifn^m •*«*•» r« «*i t*» «**) , and treat association in our minds makes a unity, and hence an idea 

each subordinate *r i c/. raifcK, 16 D. «** fir *r ««*r»r fc«- of »w«wi 

#v*» «mAu> £»*mc) as we do the original unity-*, c, study 9»PotiL % »• C\ implied "already - in PJUedr., M5E; 

its potentialities i*v««jm<, active or passive; </. Sbpft., c/. PoiiL, 262 B, *aa* t» »^*t *** ctt*» «xm. We are more 

H7DK) in relation to other things. Rhetoric is a special likely to "meet with ideas'* if we bisect the universal 

psychological application of this general scientific method. i»*OT*»cur) and proceed by successive dichotomies, than if 

It is one method which is described in PAorfr., *B,9Sa, we attempt to separate the ultimate species at once. Qf. 

ll*D;i^le^,le-lS; tVeir^C4C;^H^*«C,235C.a3, the intifteace on v* »** in PnOek, IT A. 
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ciple — Sv and /at) Sv, Svra and /at) Svra; that /*r) Sv is not nonentity, but otherness; 
not nothing, but some other thing.* 1 If we can show that other dialogues, pre- 
sumably earlier than, or contemporary with, the Republic, ridicule the fallacy, or imply 
the answer to it given in the Sophist, we have established a prima facie presumption 
for an interpretation of the Republic that will remove the contradiction." 8 This is 
the case. In the Euthydemus the m Sv puzzle is one of the stock fallacies of the 
eristics. To desire to make Kleinias wise is to wish to make him other than he is, 
what he is not — not to be. The suggestion enrages Ctesippus, but Socrates bids him 
pff ovofuiTi SicufrepecOai.** And when the quibble is further invoked in support of the 
paradox that yfrevSfj Xdyeiv and yfrevBrp Soga are impossible, since we cannot opine or 
say what is not, Socrates observes that this opinion refutes itself as well as all others, 
and declines to take it seriously. 894 In the Cratylus Cratylus argues by a fallacy, else- 
where exemplified in Plato, 895 that a bad law is no law, an unapt name is no name, and 
a false statement is no statement, because it is rb /at) rh Svra Xeyeiv.** Socrates dryly 
observes that this thesis, though it has many supporters, is too subtle for him, 807 and 
then proceeds to offer a perfectly sufficient practical explanation of the difficulty by 
means of an illustration analogous to the image employed in the Thecetetus"* to 
account for certain forms of mental confusion. As you may wrongly assign A's pic- 
ture to B and B's to A, so in the use of terms it is possible to apply X to A and Y to B 
when the opposite distribution would be correct, and, in the case of words, true. 888 
This explanation Cratylus is urged to accept in order to avoid (eristic) debate, tva fiif 
HayjiypeOa iv rots Xiyois.™ And when he yields, Socrates commends him on the 
ground that this is not the place to argue the question. 401 There is a further anticipation 
of the Sophist in the suggestion that those who insist on the quibble are fyifiadeis.** 

»i It is true that Plato nowhere states the ambiguity most effective analysis of the fallacy in the form in which 

of the copula with the explicitness of Aristotle and John Oreek usage presented it. Plato is, for the rest, aware of 

Stuart Mill. But the passages cited in the preceding note the distinction between contradictory and contrary op* 

prove that he understood it perfectly. Grote, in his criti- position (Symp., 201 E; Parmen., 100 B C; Soph., 257 B, owe 

cism of the Sophist, objects (1) that Plato fails to distin- op, Ivaniov oror aartyaoHf A*w«t otytairctr 9vyx M P*o'4f"'«)» 

guish ivrtv in its function of pure and simple copula ; (2) and he understands the use of «tra4 as a copula, though the 

that the (absolute) other of Being is just as meaningless religious and metaphysical associations of " Being " cause 

as absolute not-Being; (3) that negation is something dif- him to stigmatize it as " inexact " (Tim., 38 B). 

ferent from otherness, and that to define it as otherness is m My task would be much simplified if I could accept 

to confuse the distinction between contrary and contra- Natorp's Wew (Hermes, Vol. XXXV, p. 425), that the rela- 

dictory. These criticisms ignore the difference between tive s^g of tne sophist is distinctly anticipated in 

Greek and English idiom, the necessity that Plato felt of Photdo, 79 A, «vo «I*r, r»r orr*»r rb »ir opaTdV, to « act**. But 

meeting the m»i °* fallacy in its own terminology, and the 5 W „ i s not ^ be pressed here, 

religious or ontologies! associations which half playfully, j^ p^. , ^x* ogs A 
half seriously, he was resolved to preserve for «Iwu. to h»i 

or, besides its ontologies! meaning, can be naturally used m 2MC, where, as in the Theaitet., it is attributed to 

in Greek idiom as a mere category embracing all particular Protagoras with a malicious allusion to iA^eia. 

cases of (a) negative predication, (6) misstatement. Any •» 429 B; cf. Hipp, major, 284 E; Minos, 314 D ff. 

particular m*? or is something other than the corresponding tse 429 D. 

or ; and, generalizing, Plato may say that m»» *> is the other M - ., ii»^ . . * > 1. „„*«^« 

of tbeii without implying th.t it is the other of absolute ZZt ' L>viU ^ " "" '"■ etc -< *«•*,»» 
Being. For the same reason, in explaining the nature of 

error and misstatement, he is justified in substituting for *» 430 D, iwi «« toI* or6><urt »*©« r«j» op*V «al aA^}. 

the general category m*i or a concrete (affirmative) mis- 40 ° 430 D. *oi 431 A. 

statement, " Theatetus flir ««*- —-•*- *nough, «w 433 A, tt£*»jier avrjf rjj aAif*«i> ovr*» rat cA*Av««jr«t tyt«t> 

if we think it only throi the rcpor tov Mom*. Cf. Soph., 251 B, 259 D. 
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It is obvious (1) that the fallacy is none to Plato ; (2) that he feels himself able to 
carry the analysis farther; (3) that he does not do so because he wishes to write the 
Cratylus, not the Sophist 

In the Thecetetus the matter is somewhat more complicated. As we shall show 
more fully below, the object of the Thecetetus is not to refute or analyze the logical 
fallacy that false opinion is impossible, but to explain the psychological nature of 
error, and with it of cognition: rC iro/r' iarl rovro to irddos irap y t)fiip iea\ rlva rpAirov 
iyyiyriitevov.** For this the pi) 8p quibble would have been wholly unfruitful But it 
could not be altogether ignored. Hence it is perfunctorily dismissed in a page with 
the admission that the method of efocu and m efoai offers no explanation of error, since 
6 Sof-dfap ev ta &>£a£et, and 6 fir]Bh Sogdfrp to irapdirav ovhk oof afc*. 404 We are thus left 
free to pursue the psychological analysis Kara to elSdvai teal pr). But it is absurd to 
suppose that Socrates is really baffled in the Thecetetus by a fallacy at which he 
laughs in the Euthydemus and Cratylus. And his real opinion of it is sufficiently 
indicated by his attribution of it to Protagoras in this very dialogue. 406 

The final analysis of the fallacy in the Sophist is introduced and accompanied by 
persiflage in the manner of the Euthydemus and Cratylus, and by hints that it is a 
mere eristic puzzle. 406 The final common-sense formula that true speech and opinion 
represent ra 6vra &9 Ix^ or ®* * (rri * s n °t new. 407 It evades the psychological prob- 
lems of the Thecetetus, and it is reached by arguments purely logical and practical. 
If we do not admit that ^ ov normally means otherness rather than non-existence, we 
shall make all rational speech and thought impossible. 406 The absolute 6v (and m ov) 
of the Parmenides to which no intelligible predicates attach is reserved for ontology 
and mysticism. 400 But iv Tofc irap r)filv Xoyoi? (251 D) we must accept a doctrine of 
mixed and relative Being and not-Being. 410 

The result of the inquiry is that, if Plato in the Republic falls into this fallacy, 
the Republic must be earlier and less mature, not only than the Sophist, but than the 
Euthydemus and the Cratylus. But Plato does not yield to the fallacy in the Repub- 
lic. He merely varies his terminology to suit his theme. He needs the transcendental 
absolute Being for the world of ideas as opposed to the world of sense, for the sym- 
bolism of the idea of Good, the image of the sun, the cave, and the conversion from 
the shadows to the realities. It would have been singularly tactless to preface these 
passages with an explanation that oV, like fifj 8v, is a relative term, and that all Svra 
with which human logic can deal are likewise fit) Svra. There is no occasion for the 
Svra and y^i Svra of practical logic here. Absolute not-Being is consigned to toted 

«°* 187 D. «0* 188, 189 A. 407 263 B, Aey«t 64 aini>v o fUr iAif** ra brra m «<m wept <rov. 

«* In Socrates 's ironical defense of ultra-Protagorean- Of. Cratyl., 385 B, h% *v rk bvra A«yu •* cortr aAqSip ; Euthydem. % 

ism, 107 A, ovr« yip ra pi| hvra ovraToy 5o£o>ai, ovr« iXka nap' 284 C, oAAa ra bvra p.kv rp6woy riva Atfyci, ov ptfrroi mt yc cx«. 
1 ay wxj. Qf. Cratyl.. 286 C. «os 238 C, 239 B, 249 B C, 252 C, 259 A, o M rvv etweaper «W 

«*236E, iv+motoyi* M* *vWxw*«*» etc.; 237 BC; 239 B, to j«| o*, ij wttaarm Tt« »« ov «aA«* AryOfHK iMyfa if m«XP* *■• 

i*4 rtAai col ra vvv trr**'"' •> tvpoc vtol to* rev u* fc, U^*^ A„ T « „ ma i fc,^ Ka 0*w*p w<l<, etc, 280 A. 

ftrrof iAryxw, etc; c/. 242A, 243AB, 252C. Note also the ^^ _ s ^ 

close parallelism of this part of the Sophist with the inten- «» 258 E ; c/. tupra, p. 39. 

tional fallacies of the ParmeiUdea, infra, pp. 68,59. «<>251A, 254 CD, 259 AB. 
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ignorance as it is in the Sophist. 111 Pure Being is reserved for. the ideas, as it is in 
the Timceus, which was written at a time when the results of the Sophist were cer- 
tainly familiar to Plato. Its antithesis, the world of phenomena, is described as tum- 
bling about between Being and not-Being — as a mixture of the two; the things of 
sense are always changing — they are and are not.*" It is not necessary to dash the 
spirit of mystic contemplation and enthusiasm by the reminder that the ideas them- 
selves, when drawn down into the process of human thought, move to and fro and 
partake of both Being and not-Being.* 1 * We are concerned here only with the broad 
contrast between the two worlds. To say that the objects of sense and the notions of 
the vulgar tumble about between Being and not-Being, is merely another way of saying 
that they belong to the domain of the mixed or relative Being and not-Being described 
in the Sophist. 41 * Only a deplorably matter-of-fact criticism can find in this adapta- 
tion of the terminology to the immediate literary purpose a concession to a fallacy 
ridiculed throughout the dialogues. And the arguments that would prove the results of 
the Sophist unknown to the author of the Republic would apply almost equally to the 
Timceus; for there, too, Plato calmly reinstates the absolute ov which the Sophist 
banishes from human speech as no less contradictory than the absolute pi) 6v, and 
treats as an inaccuracy the expression to firj 6V fit) 6v efoai, the practical necessity of 
which the Sophist demonstrates. 415 Yet the treatment of the "same" and the "other" 
in the yjrvxoyovia (35) proves that the analysis of the Sophist was familiar to the 
author of the Timceus. 

3. The explicit discrimination of ovS/iara as names of agents and of p^futra as 
names of actions is peculiar to Sophist, 262. So the special definition of Bidvoia is 
confined to the Republic™ and nearly every dialogue employs some definition or 
distinction which Plato does not happen to need again. Even if we concede that this 
greater explicitness of grammatical and logical analysis marks the Sophist as late, its 
significance for the development of Plato's thought is slight It is not repeated in 
the Politicus or Laws,* 11 and it is virtually anticipated in the Cratylus, where it is 
twice said that X0709 is composed of prj^iara and ovofjLara.' 19 It is barely possible, but 
not necessary, to take py/iara here in the sense of "expression" or "phrase." Even 
then it must include the verb. For opopa is plainly used in the sense of "name" or 
"noun." Lutoslawski's argument 419 that "it would be unjustifiable to apply to the 
Cratylus a definition given only in the Soj)hist" obviously begs the question. The 
expression (425 A), ical avWafifc ait avimOe'vre; il; &v rd re ovoftara icai rh p^fiara 
avvridevrai, seems to put opofiara and pqfiara on the same plane and is unfavorable to 

«" 477 A, Mn ov HT&anj) ; 478 D E, tou ararrtK ftif orTO*. Not «« Cf. A. J. P., Vol. IX, p. 307. 
foreseeing modern philology, Plato did not think it neces- Ub Tim. % 38 A B. «• Supra, n. 846. 
sary to add »«m»t or tn^a^jj a third time in 478 B, when he 417 Lutoslawski is mistaken in saying that nn* Is used 
asks n aiwarow *ai *o£d<ra4 rb M n or, which Lutoslawski, ^ fa e distinctive sense of predicate in Poll*., 303 C, and 
p. 429, thinks would be unaccountable coming after the Lau-8, 838 B. In both places it means "saying," "state- 
inquiry of the Sophist Similarly Apelt (Beitrdgc). ment." 

"'479BCD. 4W425A, 431C,A*y©4 yip mv «•* ry*P«*t V rvirmw f **•*{* 

«i* Though it is hinted in the aAA^A*? xoirwrif of 478 A; tonr. 
c/. ftfpra, p. 36, n. 244. «»P. 43L 
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the notion of a progression from syllables to words, and from words to phrases and 
sentences. In 431 B, if p^fiara means "verbs" or "predicates," we understand the 
statement that they as well as opofiara may be falsely applied. But what is a false 
application of phrases ? And if we evade this difficulty by taking pi] para as " sentences," 
then Xdyoi must mean, not "sentences," but "discourses," and what is a false attribu- 
tion of discourses ? In fact, it would be easy to argue that the Cratylus takes for 
granted the results of the Sophist and is therefore later. Our concern is not with 
such "arguments," but merely to show that, conceding the utmost that the texts will 
bear, the difference very slightly affects the relative maturity of the thought in the 
two dialogues. 420 

THE PARMENIDES 

A great deal of ink has been spilled over the Parmenides, and the profoundest 
mystical meanings have been discovered in its symmetrical antinomies. 421 To rational 
criticism nothing can be more certain than that they are in the main a logical exer- 
citation more nearly akin to the Euthydemus and the Sophist than to the Timceus, 
and that they are not meant to be taken seriously except in so far as they teach by 
indirection precisely the logic of common-sense expounded in the Sophist. 43 * In 
style, however, the Parmenides presents few, if any, traces of the elaborate "late" 
manner of the Sophist™ and this fact makes the identity of doctrine the more signifi- 
cant. Both the Thecetetus and the Sophist allude to a meeting between Socrates and 
Parmenides. 424 The method of argumentation employed is characterized in the Phcedrus 
as a kind of rhetoric, and in the Sophist as mere eristic. 425 Many passages closely 
resemble arguments and expressions which are ridiculed in the Thecetetus and Sophist, 
and which are presumably not serious here. 426 The dialogue itself abounds in hints 

**>Cf. supra, p. 33, n. 218. The further points made by Plato at the time of Thecetet., 183 E, intended to discuss 

Lutoslawski are nearly all misapprehensions. He says rest and motion, but, writing the Parmenides much later, 

that the admission that philosophic teaching may be changed his mind and devoted Part I to objections to the 

given by continuous lecture, as well as by the method of ideas, and Part II to metaphysical problems still debated, 

question and answer, is first found in 217 C. But Thecstet., mphcsdr.. 261 D, row oftr 'EAtartcor HaA^i^r (ZenoT) 

161 D, recognises the same choice. The meaning of M*o6o« ArfyorTa ov« Urnw t^»t» *•*** +miveU». roU a*o*>v<rt rk a&ri, 

in Soph., 227 A, is not more definite than that in Phcedr., ^ ola KaX i,^^ «a |„ K9 x W0 AAi, etc Soph., 250. It is 

270 D, and Rep., 533 C ff., except in so far as the method of equally foolish to deny or to take seriously the antinomies 

theSophist and Politicus lays more stress on the mere mech- {i ¥1U rrum9*w) that arise from the communion of ideas and 

anism of definition by dichotomy. Cf. supra, n. 377. The ^ e relativity of or, w ©*, and Wrtpor. Cf. 259 D, to W ravrbr 

notion of logical exercise is not new here, but is found in fr^, Aro*ur«ir om£ y 4 irg . . . . ««i to *4ya <rfiucpbr *ol to 

J/cno, 75 A, Ira «ai Yenrroi <roi m«A^tt,, etc., and is implied in s^^,, i^owr . . . . ovr« m ;A«y X <* •*«* •AjoWt, etc 

Thecetet., 147 A ff. Dialectic in the Republic is as clearly Such contradictions are nothing difficult when one knows 

the science of the division of notions as it is in the Phadrus the trick. 259 C, «« &t n x«A«*or *arar«ro?«»f . Cf. Parmen., 

and Sophist. See 454 A, 535 B, supra, n. 385. See also on 159^ Koi wiwra r a iy^^a *«<h, ovictfrt X oA«w «vo*roM«r, and 

amp*, supra, p. 49; and on the ideas as souls, supra, p. 39. Socrates's congratulations to the Sophists in the Euthyde- 

tfi Busy on "Later Platonism," Jour, of Phil., Vol. mus on the ease with which Ctesippus picked up their 

XXIII, pp. 161 ff., gives a useful summary of recent discus- method (303 £). 

sions. 4» e. g., the quibble, Parmen., 147 D ff. (of which Alice's 

** Of. supra, ».U. De Plat, idearumdoctrina, pp. 41 ff.; " jam every otoer day " is the only English analogue), that 

A. J. P. Vol. IX, pp. 185, 290 ff. * ne "other" is the "same" because the word Iwpor in 

v , _ «_ Greek idiom applies to both, and the word must refer to 

4» Natobp, Archtv, Vol. XH. the Bame e88ence% This is parodied by Socrates in Euthy- 

«M Thecetet, 183 B ; Soph., 217 C. Either allusion might dem., 301 B, and explained in Thecetet., 190 E, ivtiiv to p^« 

precede or follow the actual composition of the Parme- ircpor r? trip? *ar« pin* r«vro> conr. The extension of this 

nides. N atoep, Archiv, Vol. XII, pp. 291, 163, supposes that reasoning to the aropotoraror is deprecated as eristic in 
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to that effect. It is recited by one whose light has gone out more completely than 
that of Heraclitus's sun, and who now is devoted to horsemanship. 427 Parmenides 
himself characterizes it as a kind of intellectual gymnastics which it would be unseemly 
to practice in the presence of the uninitiated, 428 and explicitly terms it a irpaytAaremStj 
iraiSidp.* 39 He chooses as his respondent the youngest interlocutor, on the ground that 
he will be least likely iroXwrpayfioveip — that is, to interrupt the flow of plausible ratio- 
cination by distinctions like those with which Socrates checked the stream of fallacy 
in the Euthydemus. 4 " 

These are probabilities. The proof is that the fallacies are symmetrically 
deduced by a systematic abuse of the ambiguity of the copula, and that Plato gives us 
clear warning of this at each turn in the argument. The symmetry is of course not 
perfect, and there are various minor fallacies that arise from other equivocations. An 
analysis full enough to show this in detail would defeat its own object by wearying 
the reader and obscuring the main design, which is not open to debate. 4 " The 
groups of contradictory conclusions deduced from the hypothesis that the One is and 
that the One is not derive almost wholly from the equivocal meaning of "is" — from 
taking "is" or "is not" to signify now the absolute un communicating Being or not- 
Being which the Sophist dismisses as impracticable, and now the relative Being and 
not-Being, or otherness, which the Sophist establishes as the only tenable use of the 
terms in human logic. And near the beginning of each hypothesis we are distinctly 
warned of the sense in which "is" and "is not" must be taken. 4 " This is perhaps 
sufficient ; but another way of putting it will bring out the parallelism with the Sophist 
still more clearly. The eristic combated in the Sophist may be resumed in two fallacies: 
(1) The noumenal unity of the idea is incompatible with any suggestion of change, rela- 
tion, or multiplicity. The ideas will not communicate or mix. Predication is impossible. 
You cannot say, "Man is good," but only, "Man is man" and "Good is good." 4 " 

Phileb., 1SD. The Parmen., 148 A, infers that ««■' «vrfc «o Lutoblawski, p. 418, misunderstands this, saying: 

tovto ava» a*a*i ofiotor ar «iif. Now, it is precisely the funo- u It is only in the Parmenides that discussion (roAvrp«y* 

tion of deceptive rhetoric »ir warri tpoiovr, Phadr., 261 £; portir) is declared useless." 

and it is precisely this that the Sophist, 259 D, and the 431 g^ Apelt, BettrOge, 

PhilebuM, ISA, stigmatise as eristic. Similarly the antino- i M /^<«n '•• • *. * ,<>\ + t «^ - .» . 

1 m i_ 1 J _4.« -n>nrTr\ mm 4ieT . - *„ -n «. n riT. 4M (1) 137 D, f I m¥ COTOi rb $*; (2) 142 C, WV W OVY «VT» 

miesof whole and part in 137 CD, 144 E, 145 B, 157 E, 159 CD, »«..,- •« - •**••«• ..* J 

recall IWrf., 204, 205, and 8oph. % 245. On rest and motion *~ */■•*•* «* «' • y - ^ «l™ . ; (4)157C, 

ef. 139B with Soph., 250C, 146 A, 156E, 162E, with 255E; owW "" ™T?J\ 'TtTT ™ '^'^ */"?"*» 

hevtet., 181-3. In 2Wei., 180D, the words b. «i oi ' • ' ' ' c ™f ra <*>• W* *" *T! * * ?" ~ T*^ 

6i K „<U*„ ruv 6™. show Plato's real opinion of these « "' ™ n ? '" " " *™\ ma ? "?" * **" (< * ***3 

absolute antinomies; c/. **>*., 249 CD. For the negation »g m * *?.'*' i ,T * *.."*. ^ ™ "• ' *»"*? * 

• ii i 4. u* •*_! j! A . 1ja . -«. r» a «. .jan woAAitfr oviiv ffwAvci. From this owtac ucWjrccp and then 

of all intelligible predicates ef, 142 A, 164 B; Soph., 248 C; . , . . . , . /fTX .„~ *\ * , . ou 

TkecUt., 1KB. In gen.nl the PormenWe. «emplin«, f~ " *' «re dednced; centra (7) 16SC, rt » „ .™ . . 

what the SopkM term., 215 E, r*« . . . . fc-^Wt^n^rw, *£*£ **** ""'"" , " """" *" , *"" ,f (C/ - **" **• 

ftrrof rt wtpi *«i p.}. * 

«»251E,259E, 251 C; 7hcoB<et,201E-202A. The <ilmr 

437 128 C. f«A<H, 248 A (c/. 246 B, 248 E), represent not so much a par- 

«» 135 D, 136 D E. The EutKydemu* hints that listening ticul £ "*"* " * ^J 6 " 11 ?* 1 tond ° n< * . of *T**U™»* 
. ... . . , ,. . ,, -,. . . .. . are literal-minded Platomsts or Eleatics who introduce 

toe^icmaTtaa^Wd^pline. Thu U ttai meamog d p amenide8 , s) y^! absolutis ~ 

l S ^ PUtoWticism b not a racantation\>f »e«lier» Plato- 

muonaemooa. nlam for their dogma ^ gj^jig c, U precisely what PUto 

«»1SJB. himself says in Tim., 38 A; </. ntpro, p. SB. 
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(2) The negative "is not" denotes absolute non-existence, which is unutterable and 
unthinkable. 484 Plato answers in substance: (1) We must admit the mixture of 
ideas, the seeming multiplication of one idea by communion with others, as a condi- 
tion of intelligible speech. Without it we cannot even predicate existence, identity, 
and diversity. 485 (2) Absolute not-Being is no more nor less a problem than absolute 
Being. 4 * The only not-Being that finds a place in intelligible speech is otherness — 
that which is not this, but is some other thing. 487 Now, in the eight or nine 481 
hypotheses of the Parmenides these two principles are alternately and systematically 
violated and recognized — the consequences in each case being drawn out in exact 
parallelism to those indicated in the Sophist In the absolute theses the ideas are 
taken in self -identity, in isolation, xa/^?. 489 The one has no parts, and the exclusion 
of parts is found to shut out all predicates that imply multiplicity, space, time, or 
number. 440 And since these are the forms in which Being appears, 441 we cannot even 
say that it is. 448 There is neither knowledge nor speech of it. 448 In the absolute 
negative theses m op is taken to exclude every sense of ehcu, with a similar result 444 
In the hypotheses concerned with relative Being and not-Being the reasoning is 
reversed. If we speak of unum and alia, we imply existence in some sense. The 
existent one is two (unity and existence), has parts, and so by necessary implications 
is clothed in all the predicates of space, time, and relation. 445 Instead of abiding in 
isolation, the one everywhere united with essence, owria, is divided up among the 
indefinite multiplicity of dura. 44 * And it is explicitly affirmed that this is true of the 
most abstract and ideal unity that we can conceive. 447 Similarly, starting from the 
assumption that fit) 6v (or fiq hi) means something, and something different, 448 we 
deduce first "participation" in various predicates, 449 and finally the defiant paradox of 
the Sophist that fit) Sv Am. 480 The doctrine of these relative hypotheses is that of the 
Sophist The reasoning of the absolute hypotheses is that of the preliminary hiropUu 

«* 238 C- 241 A, etc. 441 141 E, oW «p« om« fori* mart tr ctiwi. Damasoiua 

4»252C, 256 A B, 259 E, etc M 3 rs ***** plato do* 9 not negate tr of *r, bat Simplicius, 



438 250 DE, 258 E. 
«7 257 fl. 



Phy»., 88, 32, contradicts him. 
«4* 142 A; cf. Soph,, 248 C fl. 
4*4 163 C, 164 B, oOrw 6ij fv ov« hv ovk cgcc ww* ovfapjf. 

4MTho third *n a* r* rpirop Arfy^.r, 155 B, stands by w> 14 2C, « *AA« n m,^«*W r* iar, rov Ir n^nirop 

itself. It is in some sort i a reconciliation of the contradic- s „ rh ||f w oIo „ ^ , etc . . ^ g^^ 244 D ff# 
tionsof the first two, and, by implication, of all. 4-U4B,*rt Wrm4^ ~AA* Imt * <**U *.^„t«, etc. ; 

4» 137 C, 139 E, to0 U y irbt XW pU *4»n *V +**" * 144 C, »p* anavrt «p« Ud<mf rj rip ovruw M^t wp*rc<rrt rfc 
ravrtfr, 140 A, 159 B/ Ap o*r ov x*»pU **" *• ** ™ *AA«k, etc. ; r . Qf m Soph., 245, 256 D E, 258 D E. 
Cf. Euthyd., 284 A, *r &" «"«* y' Irri rmr bvrmv, 6 Arfy« WM E ^ ^^ .^ ^ hv ^ woJJ ^ i<mr ^ ^ # ^ ^ 

X^? !T ****": £*«*<*., 2U5C, '^ •*»? *f aifrh ** 9mv f, M rov 6,t«k luHnnyew; cf. 143 A. Republic. 525 B, 

«, «™*to,, «<u •*« rb tW »«pt avrov 6p** « x «i »p«r*porr« howeTer< ^ts out fhAt thoU|fht mU8t restore the abstract 

«ur«tr. Another form of this fallacy, w, «rb ™^X^*«*, unity M fast a8 analy8is diodes it . iAA . ; ir „ « PM ar^ 

appears in the Protagorean doctrine: Cratyl, S80 B, tfc f a ^ ^.^ ^^^^ €iA ^ ^ <wl ^ wt *„,„- * «„ 
•vrir * •u.ria «!k«4 i«^ ; TheateL. 166 C, c«tai «^€« ., ^ ^ woAAi ^^ Fop ^ ^ of , tp|lllT ^ her6 and in 

4«i^j ,^r wyi™. Absolutism, whether sensational or ^ ParnMjnWc , f c/ . (8 ^^ m g58 D. 

Terbal and ideal, destroys rational thought, and is refuted 5rc «r.po, A^« rb ^ *, .... «all^rSA^.c. 

by pushing it to the extreme where this is apparent. ^ ' ^ r ^ ' 

♦*• 161 A, 158 A, Soph., 255 A B. 

"0137C-142A. Similar results follow for riAA. from 4Wi 62 A, a«c ip« «*rb ««^r *VirT«v^ .WrttW^ir. 

taking *r x «pic and without parts 159B-160A. For the indigpe^We emendation of what follows, see my 

441 Tim., 52 B. note in A. J. P., Vol. XII, pp. 349 n\ 
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in Sophist, 237-46, and it is well described in Theatetus's language there (246 E): 
awdirrercu, yctp erepov ig aXXov, y*i%to teal xaXerrwTipav <f>e'pov irtpi t&v epirpoaOcp iel 
pr)64irr<0V irkdvriv. 

In view of these facts, it is idle to attempt to date the Parmenides and the 
Sophist by their philosophical content. The substantial identity of doctrine does not, 
of course, exclude many minor differences in the literary form and the secondary pur- 
poses of the two dialogues. One object of the Parmenides, for example, is to illus- 
trate exhaustively the " both and neither " of the eristic caricatured in the Euthydemtis. 
The absolute hypotheses issue in blank negation. In order to make the "both and 
neither' 9 plausible, some reasoning from the absolute point of view is introduced into 
the relative hypotheses. 461 Again, it is not easy to say how much importance Plato 
attached to the third division of the argument in which the contradictions of the first 
two hypotheses, and, by implication, of all the others, are resolved. Contradictory predi- 
cates (the "both") can be true simultaneously — they belong to different times. The 
" neither" belongs to the instantaneous moment of transition, the "sudden" which is 
outside of time altogether. 452 It would be possible to read a plausible psychological 
meaning into this ingenious solution of the Zenonian problem of change. 451 But it 
cannot easily be translated into the terminology of the theory of ideas. Pure Being 
admits of neither of the contradictory predicates, and the ideas as noumena are out- 
side of space and time. But the "one" which is here spoken of as out of time, and 
without predicates at the moment of transition, is apparently not the idea, but any one 
thing which may participate in the ideas. This consideration, and the fact that the 
igafyvry; is never mentioned again, seem to indicate that it was only a passing fancy. 

Lastly, though the main object of the dialogue is the illustration of the ambi- 
guity of the copula, and the fallacy of isolating the ideas, the one is in some passages 
a representative of the Platonic idea, and in others of the absolute Being which 
ontology and mysticism recognize even after its banishment from logic. This explains 
and partly justifies the interpretations of the neo-Platonists and that of Zeller already 
considered ; but does not necessitate any serious qualification of that here proposed. 414 

THE POLITICUS 

The Politico* quotes the Sophist™ and is closely related to the Timceus and the 
Laws. Its style and its tone of "mixed pathos and satire" 466 in the reluctant aban- 
donment of impracticable ideals 457 mark it as probably late. But there is nothing in 
the thought to necessitate or strongly confirm this view. 468 It cannot be shown that 
Zeller, Grote, or, more recently, Pdhlman 469 are led into error in the interpretation of 
the thought by their assumption that it precedes the Republic, and the attempts of 

«l E.g., in 149 E-150 the denial of communion between «* Supra, p. 84. «* 257 A, 266 D, 284 B, 286 B. 

the ideas : oi*4 re «<rrat epMpfcr wA^r avr^t <rj*ucp*njTO*. «* 263 D, 266 B C. «M 272 C, 3M, 802. 

*M 156 D, AAA* if «{<u*»af* avrri *v<ri« irovos t« tyxafttrat 458 For the theory of ideas and irlftmfvtf , cf. tupra^ 

fL«ra{v r*f Ktnj<re*tc «ai orao'fttf, ir XP^*Y ovfari ofoa. p. 44. 

«*» See Dt Plat, idearum doc., pp. 44-6. *w Getehichte dt* antiken KommunitmuB. 
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Lutoslawski and others to show that the doctrine must be late are either fallacious 400 
or prove at the most that it is genuinely Platonic. 4 " Much of the dialogue is devoted 
to the illustration and perfection of the method of dichotomy set forth in the Sophist. 4 ** 
In form it is an attempt to define by this method the true statesman — to discriminate 
him sharply from other rulers and caretakers, and in particular from the politicians, 
sophists, rhetoricians, and generals, who usurp the name at Athens. 463 

This logical process is illustrated and its tedium relieved by a myth 464 and by 
elaborate analogies from the art of weaving which also separates, purifies, and 
re-combines. 466 Remarks are made on the necessity of thus mingling jest with earnest, 
and of employing concrete imagery or patterns to illustrate abstract thought 466 The 
charge of undue prolixity is anticipated. 467 Our object is the elucidation of sound 
method and for that no briefer treatment of the theme would suffice. 466 In general, 
Plato tells us, the clever men who proclaim that all things are subject to number and 
measure have neglected to observe that there are two distinct types or ideas of meas- 
urement: 469 the purely relative mathematical measurement of one thing against 
another, 470 and the measurement in reference to fixed, absolute standards of the suit- 
able, the just mean or measure in every art and procedure. Long and short as terms 
of censure applied to a philosophical discussion have no meaning except in the latter 
sense. That such absolute standards exist Plato cannot delay to prove except by a 
summary form of argument employed in the same way to cut short discussion in the 
Phcedo and Timceus.* 11 The proposition to be proved is indissolubly bound up with 
another proposition which the opponent can hardly reject. In this case, as surely as 
the various arts and sciences exist, so surely is the fidrpiov or absolute measure of fit- 
ness a reality. For all arts and sciences postulate it. This simple thought has often 

MO 300 C, oAq*i| oo£ar .... 9*iav +i}/u ir oat^on* yiyv*o+ai the " late " PhiUbUM, 27 A, to tovAcvor tie yivwtv curt*. The 

ytfrcc does not mean that truth, etc., is " to be seen only word in an allied sense occurs in Qorgitu, 519 B. It is pos- 

in divine souls," c/. supra, p. 89. In 272 C, rvvayvpubr sible that it did not occur to Plato's mind in writing: 

+porq0-e»c does not mean " an ideal totality of individual Phcedo, 99 B, but more probable that he deliberately, pre- 

endeavors .... transmitted from generation to genera- ferred the periphrasis which is far more impressive in the 

tion." The word is used here not only for the first but for context : aAAo \*.iv ri i<m to amor ry im, aAAo 6* iictivo ivtv ot 

the last time. Campbell's citation of Sophist, 259 D, is to amor ov« £V wot* « Iij alnov. 
irrelevant; c/. supra, n. 439. The use of two** proves «2See Campbell on 263 D. 

nothing ; cf. $upra, p. 49. 308 C has nothing to do with the 

modern notion of building up a science by selection, *«» In 267 successive dichotomies have distinguished the 

''while useless observations and notions are rejected ;" nor statesman only as the caretaker of the biped human flock, 

with Cratyl. % 438 E. The statement, 308 B, that the royal lt remains to define his specific service to this flock, 287 B, 

art puts to death, tov* m»? 6Wo|itKovs koiv«v<Iv, is not an 2913,80300*. 
admission of tfee ** impossibility of proof in moral ques- M4 269ff. 

tions," and in any case is virtually identical with Prolog., AtJ ,„ .. . *•**«!*• « A . » 

322D,ror^ov^.K W aioov^«ia^^ XW( cr.cV^. "The f "*? ', ^T^f ^^^/TS^^?"^ * 

unity of universal science- is not affirmed in 258E, or ^7TlJnn Z^, fSfr "^ Md aUeadj 

Sophist, 257 C, except as the concept or idea (like any other """V*- » B u <*• ""*" a D - 
concept) is one ''already" in Rep., 438CD. The question *««268D, 277 ff. ««283ff. 

is merely: Shall our dichotomies start from the concept m*285D 286. 

"science" or from some other concept as, c. p., luvctpcaT ttMntM „ „, t 

Qf. Soph., 219 A, with Qorg., 462B C. «»283-5. The «ou*ot are apparently the Pythagoreans. 

4«TheemploymentofaperiphrasisinP/kBdo,99B,for ™** ***?• *** T ^ k pmr ^ with Sep 531 A,* 

the technical term oW™, used in the Politicu*, 281 D, aAA,,Aoi < «"W"««. **>™ *> ^ve been overlooked. 
287 C, 281 C E, etc, and in the Timcbub, 46 C, and nowhere ♦*» 284 D, •* opa rmtfor opo&* , etc Phozdo, 77 A, tit re 

else, proven nothing. A periphrasis is used for the idea in opou* «W, etc. Tim., 51 D. 
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been misunderstood. 479 It is implied in the doctrine of ideas/ 79 in Plato's polemic 
against mere relativity, 474 and even in the remark attributed to Prodicos in Phcedrus, 
267 B, avros . . . . &v Bel Xoycov ri^yqv helv & ovre fia/cp&v ovre fipay4<ov, iXXd 
l*erpfc>v. The fact that it is explicitly stated "for the first time" in the Politicus 
proves no more than does the fact that it is never stated again. Plato happened to 
formulate it only once, but it is clearly involved in Republic, 531 A, aXXiJXw 
avafierpovvre:, etc. 

The myth may be profitably compared with the Timceus, Philebtis, and Laws, 
but cannot be pressed to yield developments or contradictions of doctrine. Its service 
to the argument is merely to distinguish the mythical ideal of a shepherd of the people, 
who plays providence to his flock, from the modern ruler who leaves other specialists 
to feed, clothe, and house them, and confines himself to his specific task of govern- 
ment. 475 In other words, it emphasizes the demand often repeated in Plato for a 
precise definition of the specific function and service of the royal or kingly art ; and, 
as Zeller says, rejects with a touch of irony ideals drawn from a supposed state of 
nature. This ruler is further discriminated, as in the Euthydemus and Gorgias,*" 
from the pretenders or subordinate ministers who usurp his name, the rhetorician, 471 
the general, 478 the dicast. 478 Lastly, his special task is defined. As implied in the 
Meno and Euthydemus, and stated in the Republic, he is to teach virtue and incul- 
cate right opinion. 480 And that his teaching may be effective and the seed fall in good 
ground, he is, like the rulers of the Republic and the Laws, to control marriages and 
the propagation of the race — especially with a view to harmonizing and blending the 
oppositions of the energetic and sedate temperaments. 481 

The accompanying classification and criticism of forms of government imply no 
change of opinion unless we assume that Plato was bound to repeat himself verbatim. 
The classification of the Republic is first the ideal state governed by philosophic wis- 
dom, whether {JaatXeCa or apunoicpaTia™ and then in progressive decadence timarchy, 
oligarchy, democracy, tyranny. The Politicus apparently recognizes seven states: 
one, the right state (302 C), the only Polity deserving the name (293 C), in which the 
rulers are iirurTqfioves. Six others are obtained by distinguishing the good and bad 
forms of the three types recognized in ordinary Greek usage. 488 We thus get monarchy 
or royalty, and tyranny, aristocracy, and oligarchy, and democracy, lawful and law- 
less. 484 The differences are due mainly to the necessity of presenting a continuous 

» 

*~>*E.g., by Siebeck, Untcrsuchungen zur Phil. d. *™305B. 

Griechen, pp. 92 ff ., who over-emphasizes the analogies with *ao 309 C D. 

too *<oa<ot the Philebus. 48.309,810.' The Republic reoognfees the control of mar- 

473 The m«tp*'ov 7 tVt<ri« f 284 A B, to which every artist TitLge% m, a nd the importance and difficulty of recon- 

looks, is virtually the idea which he tries to realize, ciling the two temperaments. 603 C. It does not happen 

Qorg-i 503 E. to bring the two ideas together. The Law*, 773 A B, does. 

474 Cf. »pi* aXKi,Xa four times in 283, 284 with Thecetet., 482 445 D. It cannot be a democracy, because +iA4*o+or 
160B, 182 B, Parmen., 164 C. .... irA^o« alvvarov «lv<u - Polity 292 E, p»r ofo *oc«i 

475 274, 275. 476 Qarg., 517 B, 521 D. *-Ai|0of yt iv w6K*i raviV rqr e*wnfrii|r 6vvarb» «Ir«u cr^owvfai. 

477 304D, £u*/iydem., 289DE. C/. G or?., 464-6, 502 E. 483 £ep., 338 D. Pindar., Pyth., U, 87. 

478 304 E, Euthydem., 290 B. «" PoliL, 291, 301, 302 C ff. 
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descending scale in the Republic. This leaves no place for a good form of democracy 
or a good monarchy apart from the ideal kingdom/ 85 The fundamental distinction of 
the scientific state once noted, Plato plays freely with the conventional terminology, 
and no inferences can be drawn from his " contradictions." There are countless forms 
of government if one cares to look beyond the conspicuous efSi;. 48 * In the Republic 
the good oligarchy, the aristocracy of the Politicus, is a timarchy. In the Menexenus 
the good democracy of Athens is an aristocracy governed by kings! 487 In the 
Laws, 4 * from the historical point of view, all governments are regarded as variations 
of the two mother types, the Persian absolutism and the Athenian democracy. But 
in respect of the ease with which reform may be effected the tyranny ranks first, the 
kingdom second, a certain type of democracy third, and oligarchy last. 489 I have 
already discussed the significance of the opposition of the two temperaments for the 
definition of the virtues and the antinomies of the minor dialogues. 490 Grote strangely 
ignores this when he affirms that these difficulties are not touched in the Politicus. 

THE PHILEBUS 

The Philebus was selected by Dionysius of Halicarnassus as a type of Plato's 
simpler Socratic style. The majority of recent critics more plausibly see signs of 
Plato's later manner in the poverty of the dramatic setting, and the curious elabora- 
tion of phrasing and logical framework. The introduction presents again the objections 
to the theory of ideas advanced in the Parmenides, and, like the Parmenides, but 
more explicitly, hints that these puzzles are due to the limitations of human reason. 491 
It bids us disregard them and, assuming ideas, to deal with them and our subject 
according to the true dialectical method set forth in the Phcedrus. 49 * It does not 
state that these metaphysical problems must be solved before we can so proceed. 498 It 
merely says that we must come to such an understanding about them as will prevent 
the puzzle of the one and many from confusing our inquiry. 494 We have no reason to 
look for a solution of them in the subsequent course of the argument. None is given. 
There was, as we have seen, none to offer. 495 The attempts of modern scholars to find 
one are very ingenious. 499 But they are not supported by Plato's words, and they 
proceed on the erroneous assumption that he thought it possible to give any other than 
a poetical and mythical account of the absolute, or to say more of the noumenon than 

*»The PoliUcut does not describe the development of M Supra, n. 70. * M 15 C, 16 A B. 

one form from the other but merely states the order of m cf. on this point my criticism of Jackson, A. J. P., 

preference among the lawful and lawless forms of the Vol. IX, pp. 279, 280. Even Schneideb (Plot Metaphyeih, 

three types. Campbell, Intr., p. xliv, overlooks aU this p. 53), whose interpretation of this part of the Philebut is 

when he treats as proofs of lateness the addition of excellent, does not make it clear that the metaphysical 

fim^iktU as one of the lower forms, and the depression of prob lem is merely evaded by the assumption of ideas and 

U* WX i« below «vm«p«t4«. the method ^ e a, t 

*»J&ip.,54AD. 487288D. «8693D. 4M 8 upra, p. 36. 

4»710E. The paradox, rvpayrwtfn,* tu» Wr« ri,r «SAtr, 4W As types of aU may be cited : S<«Nira)ER, PlotoniacAC 

709 E, is literally incompatible with the associations of Metaphytik; Siebeck, UniertuchunaenMurPhiloeophieder 

r*»™» in the Republic, but the notion of a revolution Qriechen, II; Plato"* Lehre von der Materie; Hbnbt 

accomplished by arbitrary power is found in 501 A, MOB. Jackson, Plato's Later Theory of Idea*. See A. J- P., 

**> Supra, pp. 11, IB, 15, n. 59. ♦W^wpro, pp. 36,87. Vol. IX, p. 282. 
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that it exists. 497 The elaborate apparatus of classifications and categories employed to 
decide whether pleasure or intelligence is more nearly akin to the good is due, apart 
from Plato's interest in dialectical exercise, to his unwillingness to treat the problem 
of the good in isolation. His imagination and religious feeling require him to associate 
the ethical good of man with the principles of order, harmony, measure, beauty, and 
good in the universe. We thus get many interesting analogies with the Timceus, but 
no solution of the problem of ideas. The direct classification and estimate of the 
different species of pleasure and intelligence, which was all the ethical problem 
required, 498 is subordinated to a larger classification of all things which, however, 
deepens and enriches our conception of the psychological and ontological relations of 
the elements of merely human good and happiness. 499 

The terms of this classification are the iripas, the airupov, the futcrSv or mixture of 
the two, and the atria or its cause. These terms represent, for the purposes of the 
argument, characteristic Platonic generalizations 500 of the ideas naturally associated 
with these words. Whatever else they may mean is at the most suggestion and 
analogy. Hepa? is a generalization of the idea of limit — whether it be the limitation 
of matter by form, of chaos by the principle of order and measure, of appetite by 
reason, or of the indeterminate genus by a definite number of species and sub-species. 
It is the idea of the Timceus, so far as that is conceived as a principle of limit and 
form stamped upon chaos. But it is not the Platonic idea — the hypostatization of the 
concept — for the purposes of metaphysical theory. 501 , 

The airupov denotes among other things (1) the indefinite multiplicity of particu- 
lars as opposed to the unity of the idea — a conception found elsewhere in Plato. 1 * 
Plato generalizes the term a&pa for "matter" in 29 D. (2) Indeterminate matter as 
opposed to the form or limit that shapes it. In this sense it may be "equated" with 
the space, matter, or mother of all generation in the Timceus, 50 D. 803 (3) Indeterminate 

wc/. Ekbbson, Representative Men, "Plato," "No «« Thecetet., 147 D,*r«t*9 feccpot rb »AiJ#ot . . . .frXXcfrU 

power of genius has ever yet had the smallest success in tit *r implies the method of Phileb., 15, 16. Cf. Rep., 525 A; 

explaining existence. The perfect enigma remains. But Polity 262 D; Soph., 256 E; Partnen. % 158 C. Schnktobb, 

there is an injustice in assuming this ambition for Plato." p. 4, n. 1, notes this meaning, but still insists that the 

"8 The net result of the introduction is (19 B) cl<^ awtipov of the Philelms primarily means indeterminate 

Y 4> pot foul pvv cpwTf r qfeitip i»ia« X**p*Trfi t etc. matter, which he rightly shows is not = m* *», p. 5 (cf. 

4it9 23 C ff supra, n. 261), but wrongly denies to be virtually identical 

woso Plato generalizes fiax* Arikf&,fll, «: «**r« wit * *»*<»' *• *™~' * * ThB T J moeu \ *™** 

(fayttr Wot), IMtf., 289E; H*™*, ibid., 290B; Laws, J!^* *^** " Mtl8r " *£ ^ U ^£TT? 

823B; Polit, 299D; Sep., 873B; Soph, 221, 222; .An^^ J* *** not dftinctly separate the two ideas. BoeA.J.P^ 

Laws, 906C, cf. Symp., 186C, Qorg., 506A; «c*a,A««, Vol. IX, p. 416. But whether we caU it matter or space, the 

Law,, 916 D ; » w Symp., 205 B ; «>*, i bid., 205 D, and **•• fche ™*«X*. the mother of generation is one. 

passim ; yivtv*, Polit., 261 B, etc. ; 2to«ptrt«ij, Soph., 226 C ; 608 Siebeck compares it as the antithesis of the idea to 

witforov/ryuu}, ibid., 222 C ; koAoxcul, Oorg., 463 B ff. ; the the nh *r, the inpov of the Sophist, the matter or space of 

comparative degree, rb poAAtfr r< «ai ^ttok, Phileb., 24; and the Timceus, the principle of necessity or 'evil, and the 

many minor examples, Polit., 279, 280, 289. M *ya «ai iiucp6v. More precisely (p. 89), the «Tv««por is the 

mi Schneideb, p. 133, and Siebeck, p. 73, make it a mediating link between the 9&npw of the Sophtst and the 

mediating principle between the idea and phenomena. x"P* of the Timotus. Now these terms undoubtedly na?e 

But Plato never speaks of the " idea," but only of the ideas this in common, that they are variously opposed to the 

or the idea of something. Hepa* is itself an idea and is the ideas, but Plato employs them in different connections and 

cause of limit, in any given case, precisely as the idea of we cannot equate them. Siebeck. argues (pp. 58 ff.) that 

whiteness is the cause of white, or the idea of dog the the absolute nh hv abandoned in the Sophist (258 E) most 

cause of a dog* mean something. He finds it in the absolute hypothesis of 
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physical and chemical "process," as opposed to ideally or mathematically defined 
"states." "* (4) The insatiate, limitless character of undisciplined desire and appetite — 
a conception which we have met in the Gorgias.** 

The futcrbv is the mixture or union of iripa^ and aireipov in any or all of these 
senses giving rise to various yeviaeis, both in the world of matter and in souls. w As 
the union of matter and form it may be "equated" with the "offspring" of the idea 
and the "mother" in the Timceus.™ As the mixed life of pleasure and intelligence it 
obviously may not. 808 

Kiria is the principle of cause in general, and in particular the cause of the due 
mixture of pleasure and intelligence in the happy life. 500 In the one sense it may be 
identified with the Demiurgus who embodies the principle of cause in the Timceus. 610 
The ultimate cause is conceived by Plato as beneficial intelligence which is virtually 
synonymous with the good. He intentionally confounds the good in human life with 
the good in the universe. It is possible, then, to say that God, or the good, or 
beneficent intelligence is the cause alike of the cosmos or ordered world and of the 
well ordered life. 611 We may identify the supreme mind (vow) with the Demiurgus of 
the Timceu3 and the Idea of Good in the Republic. We may conceive the ideas as 
thoughts of God, identify God with the sum of his thoughts (v6r)<ri<; vorprec*;) and so 
bring the ideas under the principle of alrla as not only formal but efficient causes. 612 
But in all this we are mechanically "equating" the terminology and imagery — the 
literary machinery, so to speak, of three distinct lines of thought in three different 
dialogues, for the sake of attributing to Plato a rigid and ingenious metaphysical 
system wholly foreign to his spirit 

We have already discussed the psychology and the main ethical argument of the 

the Parmenidet as the antithesis of the tr regarded as the ment and measure are spoken of in connection with the 

symbol of the principle of the ideas. From this it is an ideas, and movement and measure imply space ! 

easy step to identifying it with matter which is also the ^*Phileb. y 24 B, 25 C, 26 A. 

antithesis of the idea. But it is not true that the absolute 506 27 B, 31 A, Oorg. % 492-4, supra, p. 24. 

rife must mean something. Plato's rejection of it in the 50627D,25E,26B,'««l Jr +v X «" •* »*«AA«, which alone 

Sophist is sincere, and is confirmed by the Parmenidn wfate8 ^ ^^^^ iir€cpw s matter . 

which makes it unspeakable and unthinkable. The abso- 50750 D 

lute *r, as we have seen, was reinstated for religious and »,-. ' . „ . . . .. . A , .. 

metaphysical purposes, as it is by many philosophers of m " 8 ™ e ™ . to * '^^vocation in the assumption 

•veryage. There wasno such motive for forcing a mean- ^ D > that the » mixed -life of pleasure and intelligence 

ing upon the absolute »* *r, and the identification of it belongs *° **"• *—* of •+« and *"***- 

with matter is, as we have seen, quite impossible. {Supra, 60928 *• aD » wc - 

n.261.) no in 30 D the 0a*tAuci|r t^wi'i etc, = the soul of the 

Sikbbck then proceeds to associate the logical a vccpev world, and the mixta* tvt^itr = the Demiurgus. 
and the ttrt^r with space and to attribute to Plato an »" Cf. Idea 0/ Good, pp. 188, 189, n. 2. 

44 intelligible " as well as a phenomenal space by pressing »» Schxexdeb identifies God not with the Idea of Good, 

all passages in which the logical relations of concepts are but with the ideas. The ideas, he argues, must be real and 

expressed in spatial terms (p. 90). As the human mind they must be thoughts. They are, therefore, thoughts of 

naturally thinks logical determinations In spatial im- God. We have already considered this theory, supra, p. 88. 

agery, he has no difficulty in finding such passages. But It is for the modern systematic philosopher the most 

plainly the method is vicious. We cannot infer an Intel- plausible escape from the difficulty of positing two dis- 

ligible ** space" or the identity of ttrtpov and space tinct nownena, God and the Ideas. Perhaps Plato would 

because the ideas are spoken of as " living apart," or have accepted it, if it had been presented to him. Unlike 

M included" in a larger idea, or because the method of the majority of its advocates, Schneider does not misin- 

dichotomy proceeds to the right and leaves on the left the terpret particular passages in order to support it. He 

other of the particular idea pursued. -Still less can we merely combines and equates lines of thought which Plato 

mf ex it from the rmrrtt r*vof,or from the fact that move- left unfinished and distinct. 
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Philebus, and seen that neither contradicts or appreciably modifies the doctrine of the 
earlier dialogues. M1 There remains only the question whether the demonstration of 
the unreality of pleasure presupposes, or, as Zeller still maintains, is presupposed by, 
the shorter proof of the Republic. Believing that the Philebus is probably late, I am 
logically committed to the first branch of the alternative. But this opinion is entirely 
compatible with the view that the differences between the two treatments of the theme 
are not in themselves sufficient to show which must be the earlier. It is impossible 
to determine a priori whether the slighter treatment is an anticipation or a rfeum6 of 
the fuller discussion. The main doctrine was always a part of Plato's thought, as 
appears from the Oorgias, the Phcedo, and the Phcedrus.™ The differences between 
the Republic and the Philebus have been much exaggerated. The abbreviation of 
the argument in the Republic is sufficiently explained by the subordinate place which 
it occupies in the scheme of the entire work. It affords no proof of the date, and no 
presumption even of a change of doctrine.* 15 

THE TKELETETUS 

The date of the Thecetetus has been much debated on external grounds.*" Its 
wealth of thought and dramatic vivacity of style make it one of the most difficult 
dialogues to classify. In psychological depth and dialectical acuteness it ranks with 
the Sophist, Philebus, and Parmenides, many of the thoughts of which it anticipates 
or suggests." 7 But it has nothing of their dogmatic finality of manner. Socrates is 
still the midwife delivering ingenuous youth of opinions which fail to stand the test 
of the elenchus. And the conclusion is an avowal of Socratic ignorance."* 

Before losing ourselves in details we must recall why this is so. There are two 
reasons: (1) The formal quest for an absolute definition always fails in Plato."* (2) 
It is not possible to define knowledge or explain error. We can only describe and 
classify different stages of cognition and various forms of error. All seemingly intel- 
ligible explanation rests on material images, like Plato's figure of the wax tablets and 
the aviary. But these analogies either commit us to sheer materialism and the flowing 
philosophy, or they explain nothing. No spatial image can represent the synthetic 

513 Supra, pp. 24, 43, 45 ff. that the Republic is not yet acquainted with the thought 

M*S*pra, p. 24. that the neutral state implies not absolute quiet in the 

.,._ „_. rio -. .. , .. . body, but slight motions which do not cross the threshold 

waeaZBU^iMia . Theqnesti^ whether plewmre %£***£** But the thought U implied in Sep. Cf. 

or +p<hn|9tf is the good (Hep., 506 B) need not be a specific ~~ ^ J 
reference to the Philebu§. It is virtually raised in the 

ProtafforaM and Oorgicu. Zeller's table of agreements be- M6 See Zellkr, p. 406, n. 1 ; Campbell's Introduction ; 

tween the Rep. and Phileb. merely proves the unity of Lutoslawbki, p. 385. It is on the whole more probable 

Plato's thought. Rep., 584 D -585 A -E, 586A-C, which he that the battle in which Thentetus was wounded belon g s 

cites, present, at the most, different imagery. The thoughts to the Corinthian war, 394-387, than to the year 388. 

are in the Philebu*. That the Philebu* does not refer spe- 617 Cf. tupra, pp. 33, 34, 55, nn. 179, 188, 389. 

ciflcally to the Idea of Good is no stranger than is the fact ' ' ' ' ' 

that no other dialogue does. On the other hand Lutob- " 149 ff " 161 AB * ***• a0C ' 

lawski's objection (p. 470) that the difficulty, Rep., 505 B, «• Cf. tupra, p. 13, p. 16, n. 86. Jowbtt says, Vol. V, 

that the sough t-for 4>p6vvrts is ^pom^ic tow aya$ov is disposed p. 119 : " We cannot suppose that Plato thought a deflni- 

of by our observation that the reference, if reference there tion of knowledge to be impossible.* 1 But it is impossible, 

must be, is to the CKarmide* % tupra, n. 61. Jackson argues and that for the very reasons suggested by Plato. 
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unity of consciousness and memory. None can explain the comparison of past and 
present impressions in an unextended focal point of consciousness. None can repre- 
sent except in the vaguest poetic figure 690 a psychical mechanism that now operates 
correctly, yielding right opinion, and now incorrectly, resulting in error. 681 On the 
other hand, if we invoke the absolute unity of mind behind our imagined mechanism, 
we are merely moving in a circle. We reaffirm our faith in the immaterial soul, but 
we can offer no intelligible explanation of degrees in cognition or of the psychological 
process of error. 628 

The quest for a definition, then, fails, as Plato expected it to do. But the analysis 
is carried far enough (1) to refute to Plato's satisfaction all psychologies of pure mate- 
rialism or relativism j 683 (2) to justify a purely logical and practical treatment of the 
firj 8p 9 yfrevSrp; &£a, and similar fallacies in the Sophist.™ This and the immense 
wealth of psychological suggestion scattered by the way are the chief positive results 
of the dialogue. 686 

It has been repeatedly analyzed in detail. 686 As in the Oorgias and Philebus™ 
much of the argument is purely dramatic, directed only against the cruder forms of 
the theory combated. 628 The ingenious attempts to reconstruct the doctrines of con- 
temporary thinkers from Plato's polemic are more apt to confuse our understanding of 
Plato than to add to our knowledge of Protagoras, Aristippus, or Antisthenes. 629 As 
Professor Campbell says: "Whoever the contemporaries were to whom Plato refers as 
the disciples of Protagoras, he aims beyond them at the whole relative side of Greek 
thought of which Heraclitus was the most prominent exponent." 

The identification of the avOponrwi fihpop f the irdvra pel, and the definition that 
knowledge is sensible perception, is a part of Plato's literary machinery which we 
must accept untroubled by nice historic scruples. The avdparrroG pArpov is not a 
scientific or philosophic principle, but a rhetorical paradox or truism embodying a 

mo Cf. Tim., 37 AB, with Theoetet., 194 B. »*« Cf. mpra, p. 53. 

Mi Zkli^kb, p. 500, thinks that the section on *«vefa I6(a 6* On its relation to the theory of ideas cf. supra, p. 33. 

is an indirect refutation of the definition that knowledge KM ,. _ _ n 

is **,«* Wf* He says that the difficulty of explaining 5 * B " Bohit*, Natobp, Campbb.1, Jow>TT,GEO«,etc. 

false opinion arises only from the assumption that knowl- w Supra, n. 137. 

edge is "right opinion." That is not so, either absolutely . 

or in Plato. The ultimate difficulty is: if the mind apprc- . •"**«-»• '• Note especially the tone of 183^ 

kcnd. as a psychic unit, bow is mi+apprthamon, as dis- * he " "?" f-J ? *•'" *7T2 "^ *?£? <£L 

tinguished from non-apprehension, possible t Bonitz is £• hte ™» "»"** **£> !* f"?*"* ° d *"*"'* .9^T' 

undoubtedly right in affirming that the question for Plato ""» 'S^ST^H^S^^ !1 , a ? £ ^ 

is not so muchlhe fact or possibility of error as the psyche- *" „ 288, tlunks Utt B-lto E a parody of Antisthenes's attack 

logical explanation. (PpTei 89. Cf. my paper, De Pto- on Protagoras, l«HJCbeingProtagor«s<totase. AnyaUu- 

toni. idcarum doctrina, pp. 17-19.) The length of the -on *o eristic may be in a sense a parody of Anti.the°es 

"digression" is justified by th. interest attached to the »r of any otter enstic contemporary. Prot^r^ l^lf la 

problem of +«*»««. and the psychological analysis that "presented as employing the n * quibble, 167 A. Of. 

it proyokes. It is a "digression" and a negatiye result «pra, n. «6, and fiUArdem., 286 C. 

only for those who nalYely assume that Plato himself ex- &»See Natobp's acute Fonchungen xur GetchicMe de* 

pected to reach a positive definition. ErkenntntMproblema im AlUrthum, and his "Protagoras 

MS 184 CD, 200 AB. und sein Doppelganger," Philology*, Vol. L, pp. 262 ff. 

*» Supra, p. 34, n. 283. Cf. Thecetet., ISiC ff. Up to 183 C Natobp'8 analyses retain their value, even if we doubt 

the identity of inurrini, and •ityfVw is refuted only so far the possibility of reconstructing Protagoras. For Antis- 

as it depends on extreme Protagorean relativity or Hera- thenes and the Thtcetctu§ see the phantastic conjectures of 

cliteanism, which makes all thought and speech impossible. Joel, Der echte und der xmophontUche Sofcrotet, Vol. II, 

ccra y* ri}v rov w&rr* cu«4>#«4 ^ rf# » 8 or. PP« ^9 ff. 
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practical tendency of the age repugnant to Plato's taste and feeling. This seems to 
be overlooked in the controversy between Natorp (Philologus, 50) and Gomperz, as to 
the meaning of the formula. Plato, as Natorp shows, explicitly affirms the thought to 
be: things are to (each and every) man as they appear to him. If sugar tastes bitter 
to the sick man, it is bitter to him — there is no other test. But there is no evidence 
and no probability that Protagoras had systematically drawn out the consequences of 
generalizing this proposition in its application to ethical and logical truths. He did 
not need to ask himself whether he meant by avdpwros this, that and the other 
man, or human cognitive faculties in general He took &ra, as he found it in Greek 
idiom, without distinguishing things, qualities, and truths — thongh his simplest 
examples would naturally be qualities. By in he presumably meant "that," but 
"that" and "how" are closely associated in Greek idiom and are often confounded in 
popular not to say in Platonic usage. If he used <f>a(verai and <f>avra<ria he probably did 
not distinguish the "it seems to me" of actual sensation from the "it seems to me" of 
any opinion," and Plato avails himself of the ambiguity for the half serious irepirpoirii 
that since Protagoras's "truth" does not seem true to the majority, it is admitted by 
Protagoras himself to be of tener false than true. 581 

Tldvra pel Plato himself accepts for the phenomenal world. 66 * As a metaphysical 
dogma it is tantamount to materialism in that all materialists are more or less con- 
sciously Heracliteans, though all Heracliteans need not be materialists.** As a neo- 
Heraclitean paradox it is the negation of the ideas, of the universal, of rational logic 
and speech. 684 As a rhetorical formula it is the symbol of the restless spirit of innova- 
tion which Plato detested. 685 Before generalizing and restating for serious refutation 
what he conceives to be the commpn psychological presuppositions of these catchwords, 
Plato covers them with persiflage and assails them with arguments which he admits to 
be rhetorical and eristic. There is no probability that the representatives of these 
doctrines could have explained their meaning or defended themselves as well as Plato 
has done it for them. So far as we know, he is the first thinker who was capable of 
distinguishing, dividing, classifying, and generalizing ideas, of noting the affinities 
and differences of philosophic doctrines, and of translating them freely into different 
terminologies. All other early thinkers, like the majority of thinkers always, are the 
prisoners of their formulas and can only abound in their own sense. Plato, as 
Emerson says, "needs no barbaric war paint, for he can define and divide," and he 
delights to prick with the keen point of his dialectic the bubbles of imagery, rhetoric, 
and antithesis blown by his predecessors. Heraclitus means well when he says that 
the one is united by disunion, 686 or that the hands at once draw and repel the bow. 8 " 
But the epigram vanishes under logical analysis. The pre-Socratics discourse, in a 

&*> Qf. tupra % p. 48. &u Cratyl., 439, 440; TKeatet., 119, 180; Soph., 249 D. 

Mi 170, 171. Qf. Euthyd., 286 C, «ol rove rt JkKovs ivarpiwuv us Patkb, Plato and Platonism, pp. 16-20. 

"•laurocvTOK. 6»S*mp., 187 A. 

**» Cratyl, 439 D ;Symp., 207 D; Timaeus, pauim. .,_ _ ,«*„«- _* , tt «* 
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fine imaged style, about Being, but a plain man can not be sure of their meaning." 8 
Absolute formulas, like irdvra pel, irav tv 9 irdvroop fi^rpov avOpwrros, have an imposing 
sound, but if we press for their interpretation, prove to be either truisms or paradoxes, 
destructive of intelligible speech." 9 

It is an ingenious sport to construct for Protagoras some subtle and nicely 
guarded modern system of phenomenalism. But we must then pass over the purely 
dramatic parts of Plato's, discussion, and limit ourselves to his final and seriously meant 
arguments against the psychology of materialism and the logic of relativism. There 
are two such arguments which neither Plato nor his critics are careful to distinguish 
sharply: (1) The first is that the senses are organs of mind and that sense perception 
itself implies the "soul" or some central "synthetic unity." 540 This, if fully under- 
stood, is conclusive against the sensationist materialism of Condillac's statue. But 
Plato's chief interest is in the second argument derived from this. (2) The objects 
of each sense we can perceive only through the specific organ of that sense. 641 But 
the general common categories of Being, not-Being, number, likeness, difference, the 
same, and the other,* 43 as also ethical universals, and the abstract definitions of sensuous 
qualities* 4 * are apprehended without subsidiary organs solely through the action of the 
mind, and its reflections on the contradictions of sense. Availing himself of the 
double meaning of owrla (1) logical essence, (2) reality, truth, Plato argues, as in the 
Phcedof" that truth and reality are attained only by the "pure" thought of the soul 
acting independently of the body. 

A modern The©tetus, of course, might deny that abstract thought has no bodily 
organ, or that its objects are more "real" than the perceptions of sense. But the 
absolute identification of aladrjat? and iirurrrnifi is sufficiently refuted, and the suggest- 
iveness of this definition having been exhausted, a fresh start is made with the 
definition "knowledge is true opinion." But this implies that we understand erroneous 
opinion, and error proves to be inexplicable. The attempt to explain it calls forth 
many interesting analogies and distinctions.* 4 * One large class of errors is accounted 
for as arising from the wrong reference of present sensations to stored up memory 
images.* 46 The distinction between latent or potential and actual Knowledge postpones 
the final difficulty.* 47 But in the end it must be faced: error as a matter of fact occurs 
in "pure" thought How can pure" thought misapprehend its object? A bodiless 
intelligence either touches or does not touch the object of thought. We can understand 

•*• 8opk., 242, 248. nerves, but Empedocles " already " remarked of the senses, 

»»» CratyU 499, 440; Tfcecetet., 183 A B, 179 D E ; Sop*., ©v IvvacBai ra iAAijW *piv*w, Theophr. »ens., 7, Dox. 500. 

2**C D. 64i 185 C D. M» 186 A B. Cf. tupra y nn. 221 and 222. 

^lWD : a«^ y ^ov,A.« l^^'nm frfcur v fi~^ 544 ™«*tet., 187 A ; PA«do,65C. 

\U*r, clrc +vxn* «" * ™ *•* %«A«k, natna ravra $v*t«W, etc. M & ™P™* p. 55; n. 520 with text. 

mi 185 AC. Lutoslawski, pp. 276, 872, fancies that this «• 193, 194. The memory image is treated as knowledge, 

is an anticipation *>f the modern " law of specific energies «*•*■*• 

of the senses,'* ** already •• glanced at in Rep., 852 E, but *"197. This is the distinction invoked in Euthyd., 277, 

showing progress in the formulation here. The modern 278, to meet the eristic fallacy of the alternative eifttai $ 

law could not be anticipated without knowledge of the m* <lMvai. 
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the confusion of one object with another, the misplacement of cognitions, only in 
terms of spatial imagery which, if accepted literally, is materialism again, and if taken 
as a symbol implies the synthetic unity of mind behind it, and so renews the puzzle in 
infinite regress. 548 Modern metaphysicians evade the difficulty by assuming an infinite 
thought of which our erring thought is a part. Their task then is to preserve the 
individuality of a consciousness that is part of another mind. This problem disappears 
in a mist of theistic language enveloping pantheistic doctrine. Plato does not soar to 
these heights, but having carried the psychological analysis to the limit, he disposes 
of the equation, iinoTqfiT) = \6yos aXiytfiJ?, by pointing out a sharp practical distinction 
between knowledge and right opinion. True opinions may be imparted by persuasion 
and hearsay about things which we can know only if we have seen them. 549 

The third and final suggestion is that knowledge is right opinion coupled with 
Xotyo?. 650 This is for practical purposes substantially Plato's own view. 8 * 1 Tran- 
scendentally knowledge is the apprehension of the idea. In human life it is the 
dialectician's reasoned mastery of his opinions implying stability, consistency, and the 
power to render exact account of beliefs. Plato reserves the terms knowledge, 
intelligence, pure reason, for the man who co-ordinates his opinions, unifies them by 
systematic reference to higher principles, ideals, and " ideas," and who can defend 
them in fair argument against all comers. 652 This is not a definition, but it is quite as 
good a description as the most modern of his critics can produce. This view is set 
forth in the Republic in the context necessary to make it intelligible. It would not 
have suited Plato's design to repeat or anticipate that description in the Thecetetus 
which is cast in the form of a dialogue of search. Moreover, it is one thing to give a 
general definition of knowledge and another thing to describe the state of mind to 
which the term science or knowledge /car* cfoj^i/ is applicable. Sensible perception 
is not a synonym or definition of knowledge, nor, according to Plato, knowledge in the 
highest sense. But it is the most certain and the only knowledge we possess of some 
kinds of objects. And the recognition of this fact in various passages of the Thecetetus 
would in itself make a satisfactory all-inclusive definition of knowledge impo88ible. M< 

Accordingly Plato brings the dialogue to a plausible conclusion by discussing 
(and rejecting) various possible meanings of X0709, none of which yields a good defini- 

*"200AB. The original a*opc« arose from the unme- «x« l »' ***©* ftovwu is opposed to forofcuf. In ethics fixed, 

dieted antithesis ci&roi $ m*? ctftroi - a conscious fallacy, stable, true opinion is virtually a synonym of f^r^rt* 

a* the language of 188 A and Euthyd., 277, 278, shows. Psy- Law, 653 A, ^po^ir 6i «ai «A^«I« M£«c fafimiwt. Strictly 

thtAttcf is enriched, and the practical fallacy is disposed speaking, there are three grades: (1) casual right opinion 

'A. t/f the distinction of grades and kinds of cognition, bat in (2) right opinion fixed by judicious education from youth 

tt* end oar analysis brings us to an indivisible act of (S) right opinion fixed and confirmed by the higher educa- 

f*-><bic apprehension which either is or is not. tion and accompanied by the ability tomt My*. But Plato 

**2M B; Qrote triumphs in the admission that sense- is not careful to distinguish the last two. They are both 

%*r'*iA*M i», after all, sometimes knowledge; c/. supra, rfvinw. (Meno, WA; Rep., 430 B, reading ******). In Polity 
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'* 1%*T*mu*u* (51 D) sharply distinguishes raw and includes the virtues of fixed habit guided from above, as 
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tion.* 54 Socrates has heard a theory that the first elements of things are simple and 
not objects of knowledge. For knowledge implies giving and taking an account, and 
no account can be given of elements beyond naming them. They will not admit any 
other predicate. 655 In this paragraph we may discover allusions to Antisthenes's paradox 
about predication and definition, to current philosophies of materialism, and to 
mechanical interpretations of Plato's own formula Bovvai re teal B^aaOai \dyop. But 
whatever Plato's secondary literary intentions, his main purpose is to present a 
serious psychological and metaphysical problem. Is the whole the sum of its parts 
except in mathematics? Can the world be explained as a mechanical summation of 
elements? The problem presents itself to us in psychology and cosmogony. 556 Plato 
treats it in dialectical abstraction, taking the syllable and its letters ("elements," 
a-roix^la) as representatives of elements and compounds. He decides (1) that the 
syllable is not the mere equivalent of its elements, but a new emergent form and dis- 
tinct idea; (2) that, whether this be so or not, the elements and the syllable are equally 
knowable and unknowable. For if the syllable is the sum of the elements it cannot 
be known if they are not. And if it is a new unity it is as elemental as they and can- 
not be explained by resolution into its parts. 

The second conclusion disposes of the proposed definition. The first, as we have 
already seen, is a suggestion of the doctrine of ideas as against philosophies of 
mechanical materialism. 567 But we are not therefore justified in making this episode 
the chief purpose of the dialogue. Two other possible meanings of \rfyo? are shown to 
yield no result, and the dialogue closes with the Socratic moral that we are at least 
wiser for knowing that we do not know. 

THE PaffiDRUS 

The Phcedrns, with its profusion of ideas, its rich technical and poetical vocabu- 
lary, and its singular coincidences with the Laws** and Timceus™ makes the impres- 
sion of a mature work. This impression is confirmed by Sprach-Statistik, and by the 
fact that it directly parodies a sentence of Isocrates's Panegyricus published in 380."° 
It is possible to say that the thoughts are merely sketched in a "program" of future 
work; that the dithyrambic vocabulary is due to the theme; and that the phrase of 
Isocrates is taken from an older, common source. 661 Anything may be said in debate. 

BMLUT0SLAW8KI (p* 871) argue* that the Thccetetu* re- BK202. 

jecting Arfyof.etc., contradicts the opinion "provisionally" 556 s.g n Wundt'8 psychology differs from that of the 

received in Jfeno, 96 A, Symp., 202 A, and PKctdo, 96 B. He pure associationists chiefly in that he insists that the whole 
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But there is an end to all use of Isocratean parallels if we cannot infer that the Phcedrus 
is later than a work which it explicitly parodies. 

If we assume Lysias, who died in 378, to be still living, the date may be still 
more precisely determined to about the year 379. The strongest confirmation of this 
date is the weakness of the arguments for an earlier date, which it is hard to take 
seriously. The politician who recently called Lysias a Xoyoypctyos need not have been 
Archinos, and, if he was, Plato's use of Ivayxos may be merely dramatic. 588 The 
patronizing commendation of Socrates at the end 56 " is not incompatible with a sly 
parody of his Gorgian style, nor even with the sharp rap on the knuckles administered 
to him (if it is Isocrates) at the close of the Euthydemus. Still less can we say that 
Plato and Isocrates could never have been friends after the declaration at the close of 
the tract against the Sophists that virtue cannot be taught, or, for that matter, after 
any other polemical innuendo in their works. Huxley, Matthew Arnold, Frederick 
Harrison, Herbert Spencer, and other knights of nineteenth-century polemics, com- 
bined much sharper thrusts than these with the interchange of courteous or slightly 
ironical compliments. 

Our chief concern, however, is with arguments drawn from the thought. We 
have already seen that the dialectical method of the Phcedrus is not appreciably less 
mature than that of the Philebus or the Sophist,™ and that, on the other hand, there 
is nothing in the psychology or ethics of the Phcedrus that necessarily fixes its rela- 
tion to the Republic, the Phcedo, or the Symposium.™ What can be said, then, of 
the attempts of distinguished scholars to show that the thought of the Phcedrus dates it 
circa 392, or even ten years earlier? The only one that calls for serious consideration 
is Natorp's argument 566 that the immaturity of the Phcedrus is proved by the absence 
of the notion of a supreme science, or of ultimate categories found in the Symposium, 
Republic, Sophist, and even in the Euthydemus. The answer is that such a notion 
never appears in Plato except in some special form adapted to a particular argument. 
Natorp includes very different things under this rubric. The supreme science of the 
Symposium is merely the knowledge of the idea — of the idea of beauty as distin- 
guished from particular beauties. That of the Republic is knowledge of the idea — 
of the idea of good as the ckott&; or aim of true statesmanship. That of the Euthyde- 
mus is in one place by implication dialectic (290 C), in another the "political art" 
(291 C). In other passages the unity of science is merely the unity of the concept or 
idea, esTHm^. 667 The ontological categories of the Thecetetus, Sophist, and Parmeni- 
des belong to a different line of thought and have a mainly logical significance. They 
are connected with the notion of a universal science only in so far as they are appre- 
hended and discriminated by dialectic. Now the subject of the Phcedrus did not call 
for the explicit assumption either of supreme categories or a universal science. The 
chief point in the myth, ignored by Natorp and the majority of commentators, is that 

M2257C. W4S*pra, n. 877. *»Supra % pp. 19, 48; n. 152. 

M3 279A, rove Atfyovt olt vvv iwt X «fxi may weU be the *« Hermes, Vol. XXXV, pp. 405 ff. 

Panegyricu* % but might be anything. M7 Supra, n. 460. 
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the ecstasy of love is due to a speciality of the idea of beauty. Unlike other ideas, it 
is represented in this world by a not wholly inadequate copy, the sight of which recalls 
the beatific vision of the original. 568 The proof of immortality requires only the 
categories of the self-moved and that moved by another. 689 The absence of other 
abstract logical categories proves no more here than it does in the Laws. The method 
of dialectic is described in its relation to rhetoric, which is regarded as an art of 
deceptive dialectic or almost eristic. 570 There is no occasion for going back to ultimate 
categories or hypothesis beyond hypothesis. The subject about which it is desired to 
effect persuasion is the starting-point. 571 The rhetorician's art is to bring this under 
a definition or category from which there is a plausible transition to praise or blame. 578 
So even in the Philebus the account of the true dialectical method starts from the 
concrete awapov to be investigated, or the idea, the &>, that it reveals to inspection, and 
says nothing there of ontological categories, ultimate hypothesis, or a supreme science. 578 
The Philebus is not for that reason less mature than the Phc&do.™ Plato cannot 
always delay to tabulate ultimate categories or to reaffirm the unity of science, whether 
it be (1) as dialectic, (2) as the vision of the idea, or (3) as the "political art" 

Natorp's other arguments merely confirm our main position by illustrating once 
more, and typically, the desperate straits to which an acute scholar is reduced in the 
attempt to date the dialogues by their thought. For example, there is obviously no 
connection between the remark that those who affirm that <f>p6vrjat^ is the chief good 
are unable to define what <f>p6vrjai<; (Rep., 505 B), and the enthusiastic declaration that 
if wisdom (<f>p6vr)<ri<;) could be seen by mortal eyes (as beauty in some measure can) it 
would enkindle Seivoi* .... %pwra<; (Phcedr., 250 D). Yet Natorp regards the first 
passage as a distinct criticism of and advance upon the latter. But the Phcedrus pas- 
sage merely says that <f>p6prja^ y if we could only see it, would be still more lovable 
than beauty. It does not affirm it to be the chief of goods, and, if it did, need not 
for that reason precede the Republic, unless we are to say the same of Laws, 631 C. 5T5 

Again, in 245 C the unctuous phrase heivoU yiv a7r«rro9, ao<f>oi$ Be ttlot^ is said to 
mark Plato's early, unscientific mood, because mature Platonism ranks knowledge 
above Triors. But plainly a religious thinker may affirm the superiority of knowledge 
to belief and yet indulge himself in the ironical declaration that the "clever" will 
disbelieve, but the wise believe, his proof of immortality. Similarly in 247 C the 
statement that no poet has ever worthily sung the region above the heavens is taken 
to prove that the passage is Plato's first exposition of the theory of ideas. But such 

M» 250 BCD. wo 245 C. in common with the five categories of the Sophist, the 

, MM1 ~ ... _ . . . «- ftTk «. " . . ,. . . supreme science of the Symposium, or the v»«f#ecrn of the 

670261 D with Sophist, 259 D. Rhetoric is generalized to ph^do d the Renublic 

include dialectic and eristic, just as in Sophist ,222, 223, vt$a- ^^ 

rovpyitr, embraces all forms of rhetoric, the higgling of the 575 Ph*dr.> 250 D, seems destined to misinterpretation. 

market, the Lucianic art of the parasite, and the whole Lutoslawski, p. 339, misses the meaning altogether, and 
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a prelude is a mere commonplace of rhetoric, as in Phcedo, 108 C; Meno, 239 C; 
Polit, 269 C. 

The argument that dialectic is first introduced as a new term in 266 C will not 
bear scrutiny. In Philebus, 53 E, fvacd rov is introduced still more circumstantially. 
The ideas are a dream in CratyL, 439 C ; dialectic is dramatically led up to in CratyL, 
390; and in Sophist, 265, 266, an elaborate explanation has to be given of what is taken 
foi granted in the phrase (fHundafiara B&a, Rep., 532 C. m Natorp says "der Begriff 
Dialektik ist im Oorgias noch nicht geprftgt, sondern erst im Phcedrus" But 
StaXtytaOai is contrasted with pffropuc^ in the Oorgias, 448 D, and the term &aXecn- 
*<k-rj, if I may trust my memory and Ast, does not happen to occur in the Symposium, 
Theosietus, Timceus, Parmenides, Phcedo, Philebus, or Laws. It is begging the 
question, then, to assume that htaXdyeadcu in the Oorgias does not connote true Pla- 
tonic StaXeicTucj, but only Socratic conversation. There is not a word about "dAmo- 
nischen SidXeKTo?" in Symp., 202 E, 203 A, and the notion of philosophy as the seeking 
rather than the attainment of knowledge occurs not only in Symp., 203 D- 204 B, 
"after" the Phcedrus, but in Lysis, 218 A. As for Xdyow ifyyii, it is any "art of 
words," whether actual or ideal rhetoric, dialectic, or even eristic. 577 It is uncritical to 
press the various meanings which different contexts lend to such a general expression. 
Rhetoric is called the \6ycw rtxyn in 260 D, but Socrates immediately adds that there 
is no true X^yetv viyyi] &vev tov ttk-qOelas tf<f>0ai; i. e., without dialectic. There is, then, 
no inconsistency between this and the use of T179 irepl roi* Xoyois ttyytfi in Phcedo, 
90 B ; nor can it be said that the Xiymp pdOoSos of Sophist, 227 A, differs appreciably 
from the liMohos of Phcedr., 270 D. 578 Lastly, Natorp's argument (pp. 408-10) that 
the method of avpaycoyif and htatpean described in the Phcedrus does not go far 
beyond the suggestions of the Oorgias and Meno is, of course, merely a further con- 
firmation of our main thesis. But when he adds that lB4a is used vaguely in 237 D, 
238 A, 240 A, 253 B, etc., and not, as in the "later" Republic and Phcedo, in the 
strict sense of Platonic idea, the reply must be that this vague, untechnical use of 
cZSo? and liia is always possible in Plato. 579 Omitting Theadetus, 184 D, since Natorp 
thinks that also "early," we find it in Rep., 507 E; Philebus, 64 E, and Cratylus, 
418 E, where &ya0ov ISfa does not mean u idea of good. 91 Since the transcendental idea 
is established for the Phcedrus, of what possible significance is the occasional use of 
the word lB4a in a less technical sense ? 

These illustrations might be multiplied indefinitely. They do not establish a 
universal negative, but they certainly create a presumption against all arguments of 
the ty(>e which careful scrutiny always shows to be fallacious. And the experience of 
the untrnstworthiness of many such arguments creates in the minds of sober philolo- 
gians a more justifiable "inisology" than that which Plato deprecates in the Phcedo. 

**• 800 Adam, cm! loc. *'» Qf. mtpra, n. 377. 
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THE CRATYLUS 

In vivacity and comic verve the Cratylus is "early," "° in maturity and subtlety 
of thought " late." Its most obvious feature, the playful allegorical use of etymol- 
ogizing, is anticipated or recalled in many other dialogues." 1 Admirable is the art 
with which etymologies recognized to be little better than puns are made the vehicle 
of a true philosophy of language, and a profound discussion of the relations of lan- 
guage and thought. 

With this we are not concerned. We have already seen that the attempt to 
assign the dialogue an early place in the development of Plato's own thought breaks 
down."* Plato is "already" in full possession of the theory of ideas and of the essen- 
tial arguments of his polemic against the flowing philosophers. 58 * His repudiation of 
eristic fallacies is as distinct and as clearly, if not as fully, expressed as it is in the 
Euthydemus and Sophist.™ 

It remains merely to enumerate, as a part of our cumulative argument, some of 
the minor resemblances that link the Cratylus to its predecessors or successors, and 
make it a sort of abbreviated repertory of Platonic thoughts and classifications. In 
386 D there is a reference to the doctrine of Euthydemus: iraai irdvra opoiax thai 
apa teal aeC. In 386 D, trpd^e^ are an eZSo* r&v ivrvv; cf. Thecetet., 155 E. In 387 B 
\4yeiv is wpdrretv, cf. Euthyd., 284 C. In 388 C Svopa apa StBaa/cdkucdv rt iartv Spyavov 
seal Sia/cpirucbv rip o\xrla<;, coupled with the statement, 390 B C, that only the dialec- 
tician can use this tool, implies the imagery and doctrine of Sophist, 226-31 B, where 
the tcdOapais of dialectic and Sophistic is a branch of SicucpiTucrfi. In 390 B the state- 
ment that the user is the best judge recalls Euthyd., 289 D; Rep., 601 D, and is implied 
in Pha&dr., 274 E. In 390 C ipcrrap teal hwoicplveaOai, briardpevov may be compared 
with Phcedo, 75 D. In 390 D the dialectician, as hnardrri^ suggests Euthyd., 290 C; 
Rep., 528 B. In 392 C the view of the capacity of women is that of Rep., 455 D. 
With 394 D cf Rep., 415 B, on the probability that good men will breed true. With 
396 C, op&ca ra aw, cf. Rep., 509 D. In 398 A-0 the image of the golden race, and 
the identification of good men with daemons recall Repub., 415 A and 540 0. In 
398 E the rhetorician is akin to the dialectician (ipoDTijrucoi Spw, cf. Symp.), which 
makes against Sidgwick's view that in the earlier dialogues the Sophist is a rheto- 
rician, in the later an eristic. In 399 man is distinguished from the brute by con- 
ceptual thought, as in Phcedr., 249 B. In 400 B the conceit a&fia arjpa repeats 
Oorgias, 493 A. In 401 B fiere&poXdyoi seal a&o\eax<u nvi: is precisely in the tone 
of Phcedr., 270 A., aSoXeax^ * a * perecopoXoyCas <f>vaeax; irdpi. In 401 C ova(a 'Earla 
recalls Phcedr., 247 A. In 403, 404 characteristic doctrines of the Phcedo, Oorgias, 
and Symp. are implied concerning the naked soul, the invisible world, death, imOvpla 
as Seapuk, and the yearning of the soul for pure knowledge. Cf Oorg., 523 C; Phcedo, 
83 C D, 67 E-68 A. In 408 O the association of Xrfyo? a\ v 0fc re koX yfreu&fc with the 

moNatoep, however, Archiv, Vol. XII, p. 163, thinks *** Supra, pp. 54, 56, 51, n. 878. 

the lack of dramatic miee en teene a mark of lateness. *** Supra, p. 33, n. 213, n. 580. 

mi See Jowktt's Index, «. v. " Etymology." W4 Supra, p. 54. 
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movements of the All recalls Tim., 37 BC. The quibble rji^pa, yp*P*> 418 D, is 
repeated in Tim., 45 B. In 418 E ayadov iSea rb hiov is explained by Rep., 336 D. 
In 419 C \inrq airb lift StaXvaeax; implies the doctrine of Phileb., 31 D, and Km., 64 D. 
In 422 A vroixeia is used for elements, as in Tim., 56 B ; Thecetet, 201 E. In 423 C D 
music is "already" fi(fir)<ri<;. In 428 C the igairaTcUrffai avrov v# avrov is virtually the 
"voluntary lie" of Rep., 382 A. In 436 D the emphasis laid on the apxh or hypothesis 
(wrdiceiTai) recalls Phcedo, 101 D, 107 B. 

THE EUTHYDEMUS 

The Euthydemus in subtlety of logical analysis, and in its attitude toward eristic, 
is akin to the Sophist and Thecetetus.** The question, Can virtue be taught? the pro- 
treptic discourses, and the quest for the political art resume similar discussions in the 
Meno, Protagoras, Charmides, and Gorgias.** To the partisans of development the 
dialogue offers a dilemma. Either this mature logic must be assigned to an early 
work, or a late work jnay display comic verve of style and engage in a purely dramatic, 
apparently unsuccessful, Socratic search for the political art. 587 

A systematic analysis would be superfluous after Bonitz, Grote, and Jowett. But 
the Euthydemus, like the Cratylus, is a repertory of Platonic thoughts that link it to 
"earlier" and "later" dialogues. A few of these may be enumerated: 273 C, avrov 
avr<p fiorjdeiv iv Tofc Bucaarripiois; cf. Gorg., 509 B; 275 D, the captious question, Are 
those who learn oi ao<f>ol % ol aftaOeh? merely illustrates the doctrine of Lysis, 218 A; 
Symp., 203 E; Soph., 229 C, 276 D ff.; do they learn a hrUrravrai fj a rf, recalls the 
method Kara to elSfrcu rj firj elSfrcu of the Thecetetus,*** and the distinction between 
Arconfriip j?i9 and tcTrjais; cf 277 C and 278 A with Thecetet, 197 B; in 276 E a\f>vKra 
is used as in Thecetet, 165 B ; 278 B irpoairal^iv is used for eristic, as irat&iv in 
Thecetet, 167 E; 280 E, to Si ovre tca/cbp ovre ayaObp; cf. Lysis, 216 D; Gorg., 
467 E; 282 B, oiSkp ala^pov .... SovXevciv .... ipaoTg .... TrpoOv/iovpevov <ro<j>6v 
yepea0ai, cf. Symp., 184 C; 284 B, Xiyeiv is irpdrreiv, cf. Cratyl, 387 B; 287 A, if 
there is no error, TtVo? BiSda-tcaXoi fj/cere, cf Thecetet, 161 E, 178 E ; 287 D, ir6repov ovp 
yfrvx^v $x ovra V0€ * T ^ vooxwra. The quibble suggests the metaphysical problem of 
Parmen., 132 D, cf A. J. P., Vol. XXII, p. 161; 289 C, the art of the user and the 
art of the maker, cf. Rep., 601 D, Cratyl, 390 B, 290 A, cf Gorg., 454; 290 CD, cf. 
Polit, 805 A, and supra, p. 62; 290 C, the mathematician subordinated to the 
dialectician, cf Rep., 528 B; 291 B, Sxrrrep ra TraiBca ra tous icopvSovi SwKovra, etc., is 
the germ of the image of the aviary in the Thecetetus; 291 C, cf. Polit, 259 D; 292 D, 
cf. Charm., 167 0, Meno, 100 A, Protag., 312 D; 301 A, cf supra, n. 199; 301 B, 
cf supra, n. 426. 

*•* Supra, pp. 54, 58. rerbreitet 1st. Man sollte doch in Erwagen siehen, ob 

*86 Cf. Idea of Good, p. 204 ; supra, n. 97. denn jene Rune nnd Sicherheit der Discussion einer Frage 

MT292; cf. supra, n. 71. Bonitz, p. 125, protests against als Frage fur jemand moglich ist, fur den sie eben nur 

the assumption that Plato is really baffled in 292 E, and noch Problem istund eine Moglichkeit der Losung sich 

sensibly adds: " Ich erwahne dies nur, weil diese Art der nichfc dargoboten hat." 

Folgerung nnd der Erklarung Platonischer Dialoge weit m* Supra, nn. 547, 548. 
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The significance of the closing conversation with Crito is often missed. 589 Nothing, 
of course, can be inferred from the casual admission (307 A) that xP r it uirurTUC h and 
prjropucrj are ayaOov; or from the "contradiction" of the Republic in the statement that 
philosophy and itoXituct) irpagis are both aya06p, but w/w aWo itcarepa, Socrates is 
speaking to his worthy friend the business man Crito from the point of view of common- 
sense. We have also seen that the allusion to Isocrates (?) does not determine the 
date. 590 Plato is defending himself and Socrates against the criticism that such trivial 
eristic is unworthy of the attention of a man of sense. The dignified rhetorician to 
whom the criticism is attributed, like Isocrates, confounds eristic with philosophy and 
proclaims the futility of both. 591 Plato replies (1) that in philosophy as in other 
pursuits the majority are bad; (2) even eristic may be a useful logical discipline. 
The second thought is implied rather than expressed. It is implied by the interven- 
tion of the 8cup6piov (272 E) and by the statement that the gentlemen who in 
Prodicus's phrase 592 hold the borderland of philosophy and politics, and who think the 
philosophers their only rivals for the first place, are badly mauled in private conversa- 
tion when they fall into the hands of eristics like Euthydemus. Mi Socrates, on the other 
hand, though ironically admitting defeat, has shown himself throughout able to do 
what is postulated of the true dialectician in the Sophist, 259 C: roil Xeyo/jL&oi? olov re 
elvoi Kaff e/caarop iX&yxpvra iira>KokovOelv. m The multitude think such logical exercise 
unbecoming. But that is because, in the words of the Parmenides (136 D), ayvoovai 
.... art aveu raxmfi rtfi &A Trdvrwv SieljoSov tc koX irXdvrp ahvvarov bmr)(Aina rq> akrjBei 
vovv execp. But Socrates, regardless of personal dignity, welcomes every occasion for 
intellectual exercise: ovrto w !pw Seivbs ip&Svfce tt}? irepl ravra yvfipaata? (Thecetet., 
169 C). 

PROTAGORAS, GORGIAS, MENO, SYMPOSIUM, PREDO, AND REPUBLIC 

The leading ideas of these dialogues have already been studied, and it is not 
necessary to analyze them in detail 514 We may acquiesce in the presumption that the 
Protagoras, Gorgias, and Meno are somewhat earlier in manner and style 599 without 

m»Geotr, e. g. % says: u In the epilogue Euthydemus is Adam (edition of Republic, index, f. v. "Isocrates"). Ob- 
cited as the representative of true dialectic and philoso- viously, barely conceivable references in Plato to an Iso- 
phy." oratean type of thought or a Gorgian style prove nothing. 
sm Supra p. 72. **or can Anything be inferred from coincidence in oommon- 

' " # ^, „ „ „ .. , % . places or in ideas that can be found in Buripide* and 

»i 906 A, ««* •*«* (Dionysodorus and Euthydemus) «r Thucydide$t It wonld be easy to "prove" by these methods 

rote «p«Ti<rToi« tier* r»v wk. that the Busiri* follows the Republic and precedes the 

mi See Joel, Der eehte und der xenophontitche Solera- Symposium which contradicts it (c/. Bu$irU y 4, with 9ymp., 

tei. Vol. II, p. 634. 196 D). Strangely enough, the very critics who force a 

•W806D, ir » t.:« *uh* Arfycc Ua* i»oA«**W. Cf. reference to the Helena upon Republic, 586C, are apt to 

TheaU*., 177 B, *« i* Uc> A<Sy, **, Mvai r« ««* 64t«*ai. The «*•*• ln the interest of their chronology, the two almost 

rhetorician is helpless in the hands of either the philoso- ***** citations of Isocrates by Plato, that in Phvdr., 

pher or the eristic. 267 A («»pra, p. 71), and that ^ Goratas 463 A where Isoc. 

k. <ro+. 17 «ot irvxnt «r«p«n|« «<u «ofiurri«ij« tpyor «Iv<u is Wittily 

»*Cy.«iiwa,nn.ll7,426. «* See Index, parodied by *v X * « «rTox«m«fc «al ivif»ia<. Dummler 

m*Sudhaus, Rhein. Mum., 44, p. 52, tries to assign the calls this a ''nicht einmal wortliche Uebereinstimmung in 

QorgiaM to the year 376 between the To Nikokle* and the einem banalen Qemeinplatz." But the very point of the 

Nikokles. He is refuted by DCmmleb, Kleine Schriften, I, jest lies in the substitution of the lower word, *rox**m*ii%, 

pp. 79 ff.. who proposes other Isocratean parallels, which for the term Bo^aariK^ intentionally employed by Isocrates 

are courteously, but sensibly, minimised er rejected by to mark the superiority of his Mf« to the pretended 
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admitting that there is any traceable development of doctrine." 7 There is also, as 
we have seen, no evidence in the thought sufficient to date the Symposium and 
Phcedo relatively to each other or to the Republic, the Phcedrus, and the TheadetusS" 
Pfleiderer thinks the Symposium the first dialogue of Plato's "third phase," which 
includes the Philebus, Timceus, Critias, and Laws. He sees in Symp., 209-1% a 
review of Plato's previous career, with many allusions to the different "phases" 
of the Republic (p. 46). So also Dttmmler, infra, n. 619. It suffices for our pur- 
pose that all these dialogues were written after Plato had attained maturity of years, 
and presumably of thought — the Meno after SOS," 9 the Oorgias After Isocrates's 
Against the Sophists, the Symposium after the year 885, 600 the Phcedrus probably after 
Isocrates's Panegyricus. That the Phcedo cites the Meno is probable. 601 That the 
Republic alludes to the Phcedo is possible, but not necessary ;"* and, having other 
reasons for believing the Phcedrus to be later than the Oorgias, we may assume that 
Phcedrus, 260 D, 261 A, alludes to Oorgias, 462 B, without, however, admitting the 
validity of such arguments as Siebeck's suggestion (p. 116) that Qpiinuvra ycvwua 
intentionally characterizes the \6yoi as "etwas Herangepflegtes, Ausgearbeitetes." 

But it is idle to pursue this atciafiaxta further. 

The chief witness to the unity of Plato's thought is the Republic, the great work 
of his maturity and the most complete synthesis of his teaching. It is presumably 
later than most of the minor Socratic dialogues, 60 * but it completes rather than contra- 
dicts them, and their methods imply its results. 604 It is earlier than the Laws and 
Timceus, and probably than all or most of the dialectical dialogues, but they do not 
contradict it, and they develop no important idea which it does not distinctly suggest 601 

It is generally dated somewhere between 380 and 870, and we may say, if we 
please, that it was published when Plato was about fifty-five years of age, but any date 
between his fortieth and sixtieth year will serve as well. 606 

in-to-nip* of the metaphysicians. On the other hand, though of the Phcedo. Bat Pfleideeee (p. 92) finds that "das 

the Phcedr. is in point of fact probably later, nothing can be Allegro des Sympotion .... anf die schwermatigernsten 

inferred from its agreement with Isocrates (Phcedr., 209 D; Trauerklange des vorhergehenden Sterbedialogs nunmehr 

Isoc. in Sophist, 17) in the commonplace that feurrwur, die verklarten Harmonien einer wiedergefundenen Lebens- 

p«Atfri| and <f>v<ris are indispensable to the complete rhetor. stimmung folgen UssV It's a poor argument that will not 

They are requisites of the Uavbt iywvurrji* in any pursuit, work both ways! 

as is distinctly stated in Rep., 374 D B. Nor is anything to *M8uprc^ pp. 19, 40 ff., 43. &»90 A. 

be learned by pressing too closely the various possible wo 193 A. It is, of course, just conceivable that, as WlL- 

meanings of tirum^*? — knowledge of the Isocratean rules amowitz affirms (Hermes, Vol. XXXII, p. 102), the allusion 

of rhetoric, knowledge of dialectic and psychology that is to the events of the year 418. But we are still waiting 

might make rhetoric an art in Plato's opinion, knowledge for his proof that Plato commits no intentional anachron- 

of the subject-matter of the discourse. isms. 

mtZkllbb says, p. 527, that the Protagoras, which a* 1 73 A; Jfeno, 81 ff. It is not necessary, for Plato prob- 

assumes the identity of the good and the pleasurable, abl 7 oft °n illustrated iv4nv*r* by geometrical cross- 

"must" be later than Oorg. % 496 ff., and all subsequent examination in the school. 

dialogues. But cf. supra, p. 20. Horn finds in Protag., «» Bep., 611 B, oi oAAoi (Arfyot) need not be the specific 

Gorg. % and Phcedo the following DenkforUehritt: (1) Die P* 00 ' 8 of immortality given in the Phcedo. 
Lust ist das Gute. (2) Die Lust ist nicht das Gute. (3) Die *°3 Siebeck, however (p. 126), thinks that the Laches is 

Lust ist das Bose! In Phcedr., Symp., Phcedo he sees a the fuller discussion of courage " promised " in Aep.,480C, 

falling away in middle life from the youthful faith in «Wt« M w«pl avrov, ii» 0ovA D eri icaAAior toper, 
immortality to which age returns 1 Lutoslawski thinks fl0 * Qf> supra, pp. 14, 15. 

that the discussion about the identity of the tragic and •* Supra, nn. 244, 875, pp. 34, 86, 42, 46, 55, 62. 

comic poet at the end of the Symposium is an apology for t°*See Zellee (pp. 551 ff.), who dates it in 875. The 

the comic touches in that dialogue and an announcement coincidences between the Republic and the Ecclesiaxousae 
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The relations already indicated between the Republic and other dialogues force 
extreme partisans of "development" to break it up into distinct sections which they 
assign to different periods.** Such hypotheses are beyond the scope of serious criti- 
cism, which in the total absence of evidence can neither affirm nor deny them. It can 
only point out the fallacy of the reasoning by which they are supported. The "argu- 
ments" of Krohn, Pfleiderer, and their followers have been refuted in more than suffi- 
cient detail by Hirmer, Campbell, 608 Grimmelt, and other defenders of the unity of the 
Republic. They may be reduced, broadly speaking, to a petitio principii and a few 
typical fallacies. The petitio principii is the assumption that the numerous connect- 
ing links and cross-references that bind together the "parts" of the Republic were 
inserted by Plato as an afterthought. The chief and fundamental fallacy is the appli- 
cation to a great and complex literary masterpiece of canons of consistency and unity 
drawn from the inner consciousness of professional philologians. The architectural 
unity of the Republic is superior to that of the Laws, the Philebus, the Phcedrus, or 
to that of the parts into which the disintegrators resolve it, many of which plainly 
could not exist by themselves. Secondary intentions, a prelude, digressions, and a 
peroration, postlude, afterpiece, or appendix may be expected in so long a work. As 
Jowett sensibly says:** "We may as well speak of many designs as one; nor need any- 
thing be excluded from the plan of a great work to which the mind is naturally led by 
the association of ideas and which does not interfere with the general purpose." It is 
uncritical, then, to assume a central argument and prune off everything that is not 
indispensable to its development. The argument might conceivably have started from 
the restatement of the problem by Glaucon and Adeimantus at the beginning of the 
second book. Plato might have drawn up a sketch of a reformed state, omitting all 
mention of the higher education, the rule of the philosophers, and the degenerate 
forms of government. He might have closed the work abruptly with the demonstra- 
tion of the main thesis at the end of the ninth book. Or, if he wished to add the 
myth, he might have omitted or found another place for the digression in which the 
banishment of the poets is justified on deeper grounds. But these bare possibilities 
do not raise the slightest presumption that the Republic was, in fact, pieced together 
out of detached and disjointed essays. The different topics were closely associated in 
Plato's thought. And if they were all present to his mind from the beginning, it 

of Aristophanes yield at the most a terminui poet quern. the picture of the tyrant (577) "must" fail after the first 

Cf. Wraifra, "Bntstehung and Komp. d. Plat. Bep.,* VaAr- Sicilian journey and before the second when Plato was on 

backer far PhiL, Suppl., N.F., Vol. XXIII, p. 655; Adam, friendly terms with Dionysius the younger; (S) because 

The Republic of Plato, Vol. I, pp. 845-55. Htbmrr (pp. 080 ff .) Chbibt has " proved " that the eleventh epistle (circa 964) 

disposes of the attempt to date the Republic by the allu- is genuine, and the eleventh epistle implies the completion 

sion to Ismenias (836 A), and to Polydamas (888 C), by the of the Republic and the beginning of the Timcsus. 
supposed allusion to Eu^xus (5W), and by Bmdihabdt's ^ Tfi^jdvb^ Zur Lc^ung d. plat. Frage, p. 79: "Das 

reference of 410BC to Lwcratcs's ******* JO. «jf of Zn8ammenwerfen gana verschiedener Phasen in der Rep., 

498DB to the ^reop^tcus. He himself, with as litUe ^ ^ b^p^ musste not hwendig fur Jeden, der sonst 
proof, thinks that 498 DB alludea to the JB*o*>raf. He pha8en ^ Perioden ges ^ Bn ^^ ^ gea hnten 

datesthecompletionof th* Republic circa m: (1) because, Grenjdinien ^^^ ve rwischen." 
after Christ, he believes that the protest against interne- 
cine war between Greeks (471 A-C) "must" refer to the «» Republic, Vol. H, essay in. 
destruction of Plats* by the Thebans in 874; (8) because «»VoL m, p. vii. 
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would not be easy to suggest a more natural and effective order of presentation than 
that in which we now read them. 

To prove, then, that, as a matter of fact, the "parts" of the Republic were com- 
posed at different times recourse is had to two other fallacies : (1) it is assumed that 
what is not explicitly mentioned in any part is not known to the author at the time ; and 
(2) slight variations in phrasing are taken to imply serious differences of doctrine. 
The application of this method to the theory of ideas and to Plato's psychology has 
already been considered. 610 A few words may be added here on the second point 
Rohde M1 says that the immortality of the soul is ignored in the earliest part, II- V, 
471 C; first appears as a paradox in X, 608 D; and is assumed in its sublimest form 
in VI, VII. But his arguments will not bear scrutiny. "Was nach dem Tode kom- 
men mftge, sollen die <f>v\a/c€? nicht beach ten" (III, cap. iff.), is an unwarranted 
inference from Plato's polemic against Homeric verses that represent death as terrible 
to all men, even the good — an idea which Plato would always have repudiated. The 
sneers in 8630 D and 866 A B at future rewards are directed against low ideals — the 
\U0r\v alwpiop — or are intended to emphasize the necessity of first proving that virtue 
is desirable for its own sake. When that is done, it is rjSt) aveirtyOovov (612 B) to add 
the rewards; and there is no more inconsistency in reintroducing in a nobler form the 
premiums which the gods bestow upon virtue after death than there is in the with- 
drawal of the supposition that the just man is to be reputed unjust, and in the affirma- 
tion that in fact honesty is the best policy, though that is not the sole or the chief 
reason for practicing it. 612 

The omission of all reference to immortality in the first nine books would prove 
nothing. It is equally ignored in the first nine books of the Laws, and is first 
explicitly mentioned in XII, 959. Glaucon's dramatic surprise at Socrates's confident 
assertion of immortality proves nothing for Plato. The idea is familiar to the Oorgias 
and Meno. And even if we deny the reference of 611 B to the Ph&do, and with 
Rohde place the Phcedo after the Republic, the tenth book of the Republic knows the 
ideas, and even the Tplros avOpayrros, and cannot therefore be placed before the Oorgias 
by those who make use of arguments from development. In speaking of immortality 
Plato naturally tries to qualify and limit the doctrine of the tripartite soul. 61 * He can 
only fall back upon poetical imagery and affirm his faith that in its true nature the 
(immortal part of the) soul must be one and simple. It is a waste of ingenuity to 
attempt to find a consistent chronological development in this point in the Phcedrus; 
Rep. , II- V, X; Phcedo, and Timceus. It is perfectly true, as Dtlmmler argues, 614 that 

mo Supra, pp. 86, 40 ff. Ml Psyche, pp. 588 ff. kann irgendwelche utilitaristische Begrundung nicht 

wSntBECK (p. 144) and DCmmler (Vol. I, p. 248), it is mehr interessieren." Terrible logic I Are modern believers 

true, find fault with this too, on the ground that the ** immortality wholly indifferent to utilitarian oonsiderm- 

Socrates of the tenth book does not repeat every point of tons " *** Zugabe " 1 And had Plato no interest in the 

the hypothesis like a lawyer, and forgets the stipulation psychological proofs that the virtuous life is, even in this 

that the unjust man was to have the power, if detected, world, the most pleasurable, given in the Lam* the Phil* 

to defy punishment, or the wealth to buy off the gods. *""* and t° e ninth book of the RepubUct 

Dummler also objects that " nachdem die Perspektive auf 61 * Supra, pp. 42, 46. 

die Ewigkeit als niyurra l$\a der Tugend beieichnet war, *" Vol. I, pp. 2S6 ff. 
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if the soul is really one, the definition of justice as a relation between its parts loses all 
meaning. But such "inconsistencies" are inherent in human thought, and prove 
nothing for the relative dates of Book X and Books II-V. Can any modern theo- 
logian produce definitions of the virtues that will apply to man in his earthly state 
and to the disembodied soul? 615 

Lutoslawski, while rejecting the fancies of Krohn and Pfleiderer, holds it pos- 
sible to show that the first book of the Republic falls between the Oorgias and the 
Phcedo, and that the remaining books follow the Phcedo and reveal traces of progressive 
development of doctrine. The following parallel illustrates the force of his arguments: 

P. 277: "This sharp and general formula- P. 318: ''Here 618 for the first time occurs a 

tion of the law of contradiction, 616 not only as formulation of the law of contradiction as a 

a law of thought as in Pho&dof 11 but for the law of thought, while in the Phcedo and earlier 

first time as a law of being .... is a very books of the Republic it was a metaphysical 

important step." law." 

Lastly, a word must be said of the attempt to trace a development in Plato's 
treatment of poetry. The contradictions of those who employ this method might be 
left to cancel one another. 619 But the whole procedure is uncritical. Plato was always 
sensitive to poetic genius, and there was no time when he might not have praised 
Homer without conspicuous irony. 620 But he always regarded the poet as an imitator, 
whose aim is pleasure rather than the good, whose ethical teaching must be inter- 
preted or controlled by the philosopher, and whose fine sayings are the product of 
"inspiration" rather than of knowledge. The Apology 631 anticipates the Republic in 
the doctrine that the poets do not know whereof they speak, and the Phcedrus in the 
theory of poetic inspiration. The Gorgias, 502 BCD, deeds with the moral influence 
of poetry upon the masses in the tone of the Republic and Laws; and like Republic, 
601 B, strips from the body of the poet's discourse the meretricious adornment of the 
poetic dress. The doctrine that poetry is fi(fiT)<ri<; is sufficiently implied in Cratylus, 
423, where the mimetic value of words is discussed, and where fwva-ucrj is classified as 
fjL(fi,7)<Ti<;. The differences between the tenth and the third books of the Republic 
cannot be pressed. The third book hints that there is more to come ; •" and the tenth 
book announces itself as a profounder discussion, based on psychological distinctions 
brought out in the intervening books. But it is begging the question to assume that 
they were discovered by Plato after the composition of the third book. The fact that 

•w Cf. supra, pp. 6, 7, and Hikmes, p. 641. the Republic, and sees in it a return from the bitter mood 

•l* 496 B. 617 iQ2 e, ti8 602 E. °' tne Oorgicu and Republic to a calmer and more generous 

.... .« . m A . * j. j state of mind: "Da ist er auch gerecht gegen andere: 

.»L D TOSLAw«isajr. that Plato's scorn of £** d» Homer und Hedod, Lykurg nnd Soten siehtTanter»i^ 

£loi£d after the Sgmponum and that the ta-tbb*A of aber hooh aber ^d^,, , .^ « "^ 

the Republic is therefore later than the Phcedo, which 

praises Homer without irony, and earlier than Phcedrtu **>Ph*do, 95A, ofre yip *V . . . . 'Ojtfap #«> woarrv 

and TheaUtn*, which take for granted the low estimate of *MoAoyo^ti> ovrt avroi *»!* «vroI«, Lau» % 776 B, 4 *i <ro*ir«r<K 

the poet. But Natobp, thinking of other passages of the i*"" r » ¥ «»iTAr— in both passages seriously, as the con- 

Phaedruty is positive that such a dialogue could not have tox * 8no **» 

been written after the rejection of poetry in the Republic ; 621 23 C ; c/. the Ion. and Mcno, 99 E. 

while DOmmlbb (Vol. 1, p. 269) places the Symposium after •» 394 D, lowf M «ai vKiim frt roifr**. 
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in emphasizing the distinction between dramatic and narrative poetry Plato carelessly 
speaks as if the former alone were imitative, proves nothing.®* A far more important 
new point made in the tenth book is already distinctly implied in the Protagoras — 
the antithesis between the principle of measure in the soul and 17 rod (JMuvoftdvov 
&vpa(ii$, m to which poetry makes its appeal. 825 The mood of the Symposium differs 
from that of the Oorgias and the Republic. But this does not prove either that the 
Symposium is earlier, or that Plato had been mellowed by success. A banquet at 
which Agathon was host and Aristophanes a guest was obviously not the place for a 
polemic against dramatic poetry. But even here the ironical superiority of the dialec- 
tician is maintained, and the inability of the poets to interpret or defend their art is 
revealed. 626 

CONCLUSION. IDEAS AND NUMBERS. THE LAWS 

The value of Plato's life-work would be very slightly affected even if it were true 
that in the weakness of extreme old age the noble light of his philosophy did " go out 
in a fog of mystical Pythagoreanism." It is not in the least true, however, and the 
prevalence of the notion is due mainly (1) to the uncritical acceptance of the tradition 
concerning Plato's "latest" doctrine of ideas and numbers; and (2) to the disparaging 
estimate of the Laws expressed by those who care only for dramatic charm of style, or 
by radicals like Grote, who are offended by the " bigotry" of a few passages. A word 
must be said on each of these points. 

1. Aristotle's account of Plato's later identification of ideas and numbers has 
been generally accepted since Trendelenburg's dissertation on the subject. -27 Zeller 
rightly points out that the doctrine is not found in the extant writings, but adds that 
for Plato numbers are entities intermediate between ideas and things of sense. In 
my discussion of the subject 628 I tried to establish two points: first, that we need not 
accept the testimony of Aristotle, who often misunderstood Plato, and was himself 
not clear as to the relation of mathematical and other ideas ; second, that the doctrine 
of numbers as intermediate entities is not to be found in Plato, but that the passages 
which misled Zeller may well have been the chief source of the whole tradition about 
ideas and numbers. The first point is a matter of opinion. I did not deny the testi- 
mony of Aristotle, and no one who chooses to accept it can be refuted. The relation 
of ideas to numbers was doubtless much debated by the scholastics of the Academy. 
Aristotle's reports of the intolerable logomachy do not make it clear just how much 
of this nonsense he attributed to Plato. But I do not intend to enter upon the inter- 
pretation of the eleventh and twelfth books of the Metaphysics. No reader would 

623 393 C, 394 D. •** Protag., 856 D. man is " inspired " by the tragic muse, another by the 

•26 Rep., 602, 609. comic. If poetry were a matter of science, the poet could 

•2«201 B, xtrftvrcuM, m 2w«paref , otter tiUvai Lv t6ti cZvor. use both forms, even as the scientific interpreter of poetry 

Kai M t,k «aA»« y elwt«, *a*u, & , Ay«*-r. Cf. also 223 D, where wonld not » Uke the " inspired " Ion, be limited to Homer. 

Socrates compels Agathon and Aristophanes to admit to* Th /s *® may plausibly conjecture to be the meaning. Bat 

avrov ar<p&f «Irai xm/i^iiap *e«i rpayifSiar ivicrraaOcu votctr. " u on ly conjecture. 

This is thought to contradict Repub. % 395 A, but the contra- 627 Plat de id. et numerU doctrina, 1828. 

diction is removed by pressing rixm in what follows. One •*• De Plat. id. doctrina, pp. SI ff. 
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follow me, and no results could be won. If Aristotle's testimony be accepted, there is 
an end of controversy. Plato taught in his lectures the doctrine of ideas and numbers. 

But the second point is not so elusive. It is possible to test the argument that 
the extant writings do not recognize an intermediate class of mathematical numbers, 
and yet might easily suggest the notion to mechanical-minded students. Now Zeller 
in his fourth edition confounds the two questions. He gives the impression that he 
is answering me by a Quelleribelege from Aristotle and Philoponos. He wholly 
ignores my interpretation of a number of specific Platonic passages, which he appar- 
ently takes for the mere misunderstandings and blunders of a beginner. 829 I have no 
hope of convincing Zeller, nor do I wish to force myself into a polemic with the 
honored master of all who study Greek philosophy. But, as Mr. J. Adam, a scholar 
whose scrupulous candor makes it a pleasure to argue with him, has expressed surprise 
in his edition of the Republic that I still adhere to my opinion in spite of the mass of 
evidence, I will endeavor to state my meaning more plainly. 

The theory of ideas, the hypostatkation of all concepts, once granted, numbers 
do not differ from other ideas. The phrase, irepl airr&v r&v apiO/i&v (Rep., 525 D), 
denotes ideal numbers or the ideas of numbers, and opara rj airrh adfiara l^oinw 
apiOpofc are numbered things, things of sense participant in number. 630 That is all 
there is of it, and there is no extant Platonic passage that this interpretation will not 
fit. For educational purposes it is true that mathematical science holds an inter- 
mediate place between dialectic and the perceptions of sense. Mathematical 
abstractions (17 irepl to tv ftdOrjcri*;, Rep., 525 A) are the best propaedeutic to abstract 
reasoning generally. But there is no distinction of kind between them and other 
abstractions, a/c\r)pov fiaXatcop (Rep., 524 A ff.). Mathematical science as Bidvoia is 
midway between the pure pofc of dialectic and the 86l*a of sense. But that is because 
of its method — the reliance on diagrams (images) and hypotheses. In themselves its 
objects are explicitly stated to be pure vor)Ta. m The "mathematical" numbers then 
are plainly the abstract, ideal numbers of the philosopher. The numbers of the 
vulgar are concrete numbered things. There is no trace of a third kind of number. 611 
Those who have not yet learned to apprehend abstractions mockingly ask the mathe- 

«• It may be permissible to add that he seems to have the roijT* being divided into two classes by rtnecu. The 

read other parts of the dissertation with more attention, sentence still stands, and I am quite willing to leave the 

since, to mention only two cases, he adds on p. 745 a refer- question of Flilchtigkeit to any competent scholar, e. g. % to 

ence & propo§ of the rptrof av6p*»vo< to Republic, 596, 597, M. Rodier, who translates " les intelligibles, anssi bien les 

and Tim., 31 A, with the interpretation of their significance concepts abstracts (on mathematiques) que (oeux qui ont 

given on p. 90 ; and he omits from p. 547 of the third edition pour objet) les qualites, etc." 

a sentence criticised on p. 49 of the dissertation. Another w Adam fcranslates aWir rStp ipi ^ « numbers them- 

shght but significant point may be mentioned. Aristotle ^ „ whlch ig ^ ^^ M ^ ^ that „ number8 

himself makes a not wholly clear distinction between themselves » are proTed by the context and by P*ile6i*s, 

mathematical ideas (tA «r i*«p*m A«^«, almost tech- ^^be ideal number8 . For Adams further argument 

nical) and other ideas. In illustration of this I objected c , i n f ra p> gj 
to Zeller's interpretation of De An., 432o>, i» rolt tlBtai to?* 

•Urftfrorc tA roirri icn t<£ t« ir a<f>aif>4<r<t Acyiipc" ( M die Ml * <*>» 510 D » ToC ™P*r»™> «™v ir<*a *<u «ta- 

abstrakten Begriffe") «oi 6<xa r*v oiafcp-ir €*«it «oi w<k<h). ***f™ **^«. «**' •* ****** $" ypi^ow. 511 D, *c<uTot ***** 

My objection was that both grammar and Aristotelian 6yrmtf *" T * WV • 
usage showed that t*« tAr aMvtwp, etc, are also abstrak- 632 Phileb., 56 D K 

to Begriffe (in the German or English sense of the words), 
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maticians (Rep., 526 A), vepl irofap apiBy&p SiaXiyeaOe; and the answer is, trepl rovrmp 
&p SiavoTjdrjpai pdvov iyxPP&i coupled with an exposition that recalls the Parmenxdes 
of the pore idea of unity. 1 " Simple as all this appears, it might easily be misunder- 
stood by the pupils of the Academy. Mathematics was intermediate from an 
educational point of view. In cosmogony numbers and geometrical forms are the 
mediators between chaos and the general idea of harmony and measure.* 4 The 
expression, numbers (arithmetic), of the vulgar and numbers of the philosopher would 
lead a perverse ingenuity to ask of the mathematicians, in the words of the Republic, 
irepl ttouop apidfi&p SiaXeyeaOe; Plato's use of "dyad" and "triad" as convenient 
synomyms for the pure idea of two and three would be mistakenly supposed to imply 
a distinction. 8 * The innocent question (Rep., 524 C), rt oZv iror 9 iarl to fieya ai teal to 
a/u/cp6v 9 m would suggest that it was a terminus technicus for some mysterious ultimate 
philosophical principle, and set students upon hunting it and its supposed synomyms 
through the dialogues, and, inasmuch as fUya + a/wepop indubitably = 2, it might 
well be identified with the indeterminate dyad and its supposed equivalents, or any 
other "principle" posited in antithesis to the one.** 7 The folly once set a-going, there 
are no limits to its plausible developments. All the unanswerable questions as to the 
relation of ideas to things may assume special forms for special classes of ideas. Plato 
himself shows this for ideas of relative terms in a much misunderstood passage of the 
Parmenides. m The problem of the relations of numbered things, of the supposed 
mathematical numbers, and of ideal numbers, offered a rich feast for the quibblers and 
the cnfrifiaOeh of the Academy. "Before and after" is essential to number, but there 
is no "before and after" in the ideas. Multiplicity is inherent in number, but the 
"idea" even of a million must be one* Other ideas may be imperfectly copied by 
things, but is not the number five entirely present in five things? Echoes of this 
pitiful scholasticism are preserved for us in the metaphysics of Aristotle. But what 
possible reason can there be for attributing it to Plato? Adam himself (Vol. II, p. 
160) repeats the disconsolate question: irepl irouop aptOp&p 8ia\4y€<r0e iv oh to iv olov 
ifiek a^vovri tcrnv, laov re etcaaTOp trap iravrl teal ov&e a/wepop b\a<f>4pop\ and asks: 
" Are we then to suppose that there are many ideas of 'one ' ?" The answer is: "Yes, 
precisely, to the extent that there are many ideas of anything." We have already 
seen (Rep., 476A) that every idea is per se one, and yet, not merely as reflected in 
phenomena, but Ty aWrjXap teowwpla appears many. The contradiction is inherent in 
the theory of ideas. As against the multiplicity of phenomena, we insist on the indi- 
visible unity of the idea. But when we find the idea involved with other ideas in a 
number of instances, we are forced to use the plural. Plato does not, however, here 

*«C/. idea of Oood y p. 222; Phileb., 56 E, et ^ poro&t "Again, great and tmall, twift and slaw are allowed to 

jiordL&x U^mft imp nvpivy piyfoplai' «AA*r iAAijv 6ia+4pov<rdv rxs exist nowhere without the mind, being entirely relative, 

•*ff«t. and changing as the frame or position of the organs of 

•3* Tim., 53 B ff. ; Phileb., 66 A. sense varies." 

•»Pfca?do,10lC; Parmen., 149 C; Pkado, 104. •*? De Plat. id., p. 87. 

«M Plato is using the terms precisely as Berkeley does 638 13SC ff. ; cf. A. J. P., Vol. IX, p. 288. 
when he says {Principle* of Human Knowledge, XI): 
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in terms pluralize the "one." He says: Of what numbers do you speak in which the 
one, i. e., the idea of one, present in each as a constituent and essential part of the 
more complex idea, etc. ? Of course, this implies a multiplicity of units in each num- 
ber, and still more in all; but only as any idea is multiplied when it appears in a 
number of others. The multiplication of the idea ry r&v acofiaTcov koivmvUl is more 
easily evaded than that ry a\\rj\xov Koiwovla, because in the first case we may use the 
imagery of pattern and copy, while, in the second case, the idea is an essential con- 
stituent part of that into which it enters. In the special case of numbers, the paradox 
is still more glaring. But Plato is not one to be frightened from the path of philo- 
sophical consistency by a paradox which he rightly regarded as largely verbal. In 
the Parmenides he amuses himself by showing that the idea of " one " itself apprehended 
tq SiavoCa yuivov tcaF avrb breaks up into many. 689 This does not make it the less 
necessary for the mathematician to apprehend the pure absolute idea of unity and 
restore it as fast as it is disintegrated by analysis or the senses.* 40 

2. Despite many passages of stately and impressive eloquence, the Laws will 
remain the type of "frigidity" for those who, like Lucian, read Plato mainly for the 
dramatic vivacity of the Phcedrus or the artistic beauty of the Symposium. Our 
purpose is not to deny the altered mood and style that mark the masterpiece of Plato's 
old age, but merely to protest against the notion that it may be safely neglected by 
the serious student, or that it presents a doctrine essentially different from that of the 
Republic. 

If Plato was not to rewrite the Republic, it was almost inevitable that his political 
studies should assume the form of a project of detailed legislation for a possible Greek 
city. But even here, while recognizing that many of his theoretic postulates will have 
to be mitigated in practice, 641 he holds fast in principle to the ideals of the earlier 
work. 64 * A harmony of the Laws and Republic, however, though not a difficult task, 
would demand more space than can be given to it here. We need not delay to examine 
the contribution of the Laws to our knowledge of Greek institutions, or the very con- 
siderable influence which it exercised upon the speculations of Aristotle and later 
Greek thinkers. One service which it renders to students of the dialogues we have 
already often noted. 

As the years wore on, Plato naturally grew weary of Socratic irony, of the game 
of question and answer, of the dramatic illustration or the polemical analysis of eristic. 
Even in the earlier dialogues he sometimes evades or contemptuously explains away 
an equivocation which elsewhere he dramatically portrays or elaborately refutes. 64 * In 
the Laws this is his habitual mood, 644 and in consequence the Laws may often be 
quoted for the true Platonic solution of problems which Socratic irony or dramatic art 
seems to leave unsolved in the earlier dialogues. 646 

While acknowledging this change of mood, we must be on our guard against the 

ft»H3A,H4E. MOi2ep.,525E; «*pra, n.647. Ml 746. «"627B, 627D, 644A, 864B. 

M»739Cff., «W B. "»Jtep M 436 CDE, 437 A, 454A; u&aupra, pp. 13, 19, nn. 70, 71, 293. 

Oa*yl M 43lA;flymp.,187A; JButtyd.,277B. 
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exaggeration of its significance by Grote, Mill, and Gomperz. Grote had little appre- 
ciation of Plato's substantive thought at any stage. He cared only for the dramatic 
illustration of the elenchus. This, which for the author was a means to an end, was 
for him the real Plato. The exposition of positive doctrine he treats as the work of a 
totally different person — a dogmatic Plato who has "ceased to be leader of the oppo- 
sition and passed over to the ministerial benches." This view, which appears even in 
Grote's treatment of the Gorgias and Thecetetus, is still more prominent in his criticism 
of the Bepublic. In the case of the Laws this feeling is intensified by the deep 
repugnance aroused in Grote's mind by Plato's whimsical provisions for the conversion 
or punishment of those who denied the truths of natural religion or traded upon the 
superstitions of the vulgar." 6 He cannot speak of the Laws without alluding to that 
unfortunate page; and the vision which he conjured up of the aged Plato as the 
Torquemada of a Pythagorean mysticism makes him totally blind to the real signifi- 
cance of what in wealth of content is Plato's greatest work. This view was accepted 
by Mill from Grote, and by Gomperz from Mill, and it leads them both to misappre- 
hend the true relation of the Laws to the Republic. Mill says: "In his second 
imaginary commonwealth, that of the Leges, it [dialectic] is no longer mentioned; it 
forms no part of the education either of the rulers or of the ruled." 647 Similarly 
Gomperz: 648 "Plato in his old age grew averse from dialectic. In the Laws, the last 
product of his pen, he actually turned his back upon it and filled its vacant place at 
the head of the curriculum of education with mathematics and astronomy." 649 These 
statements, even if we concede that they are true in a sense to the letter, convey a 
totally false impression, as a slight study of the last pages of the twelfth book of. the 
Laws will show. Plato does not care to rewrite the sixth and seventh books of the 
Republic. But he defines as clearly as in the earlier work the necessity and function 
of dialectic and the higher education in the state. Even in the first book we are fore- 
warned that to complete the organization of the state the founder must set over it 
<f>v\atca<; .... tov9 phr Sih Qpopqaea*; rots Se &' aXrjdois 86£rfi i6wa$. m In the twelfth 
book we are introduced to these guardians who are to possess knowledge and not merely 
right opinion. They compose a nocturnal council which is to be the anchor of the 
state. 651 Recurring to the imagery and the manner of the early dialogues, 651 Plato tells 
us that as the pilot, the physician, the general represent intelligence (w>0?) applied to 
the definite ends of their respective arts, so this highest council is the head, the soul, 
the mind of the state, possessing knowledge of the political <r*07r<fc or true end of rule. 6 * 

•*• 908-10. W7 Din, and Discus*., Vol. IV, p. 289. mentioning any other element of the higher education. 

•« Greek Thinkers, Translation, p. 466. The Possessors of 4>p6nptt wM surely be able «ar' «l*? ft- 

Aj*m im a 1( , „. _ rer* (630B) and will practice the dialectical methods of the 

"•To hke effect Zrller, pp. ft>5, 956. -recent- Sophist. PWte*m..and Pditicus. Zkllkb'b attempt 

•w 632 C. The parallelism with the Republic is obrious. to distinguish between 4>f>trn<nt and the rovt of the Republic 

There, too (412 A, 497 C D) , there is a similar anticipation of ^ a fai^ point. +p6*vj« is used in Phcedo, 69 B. 

the need of guardians who know as distinguished from the 661 961 C 

assistants. In Law, 818 A, there is another anticipation ' 

of the higher education. Mathematics only is mentioned **Prx*ag. t SUB; Garg. % 447, 448, 449 E ; Euth*d, % mC; 

because Plato is explaining that it is not needful for the J2ep., SS3. 

multitude to study it profoundly. Thcro is no occasion for ••961, 959 
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No state can prosper or be saved unless such knowledge resides in some part of it as a 
fyvha.KTTipiov.'** The beginning of such knowledge is to fit) irXavaadai irpbe woKktl 
aroxa^ofievov aXX' ek h> fi\6irovTa 7 etc. 655 Now tA t&p iro\i(ov vojjupa aim at many 
things — wealth, power, and rbv iXevOepov B^ /3iov. w Our aim is virtue. But virtue is 
both four and one. The intelligent physician can define his one aim. Must not the 
intelligent ruler be able to define his? It is easy to show how the four virtues are 
many. To exhibit their unity is harder. 667 A man who amounts to anything must 
know, not only the names, but the X0709 of things. And the true guardians, teachers, 
and rulers of a state must not merely rebuke vice and inculcate virtue, but they must 
be able to teach rjv Bvvafuv $x €t "** T^ e state may be likened to the body, the younger 
guardians to the senses in the head, the elders to the brain. 659 They cannot all be 
educated alike. Therefore iriov apa iirl Tiva axptfiecT^pav ircuBelav rrjs ipsrrpoadev.** 
This is the education already glanced at in our phrases about the unity of purpose. 
The essence of the more accurate method is our old acquaintance to 7r/w fiiav iB4av 
he r&v ttoXX&v teal avopolav Bvvarbv ehcu fiXenreiv™ 1 The guardian must be able to do 
what Meno could not do — IBelv irpSyrov y 8 rt irore Bib irdvrtav r&v rerrdpcDv ravrbv 
TU^am. 66 * And similarly irepl tca\ov re teal ayadov and iravrtov r&v <nrovBafov, they 
must not only know in what sense each is one and many, but they must be able to 
expound their knowledge — rrjv IvBeifjiv t£ \6y<p ivBeticiwrdai. 9 ** The thing being so 
clearly indicated, it would be pitiful quibbling to object that the word BiaXe/cruc^ 
does not happen to occur here. Its omission is possibly due to the fact that the 
Athenian throughout the Laws talks down to the level of his unsophisticated Spartan 
and Cretan interlocutors. Mathematics and astronomy, then, are not substituted for 
dialectic, but are added for a special reason among the cirovBala which the guardians 
must understand with real knowledge. The multitude may follow tradition. The 
guardians must be able to demonstrate the truths of natural religion, as we have done. 664 
Astronomy, the study of the ordered movements of the heavens, is a great aid to this. 
With astronomy is involved the necessary mathematics, which also in their relation to 
music and the arts are of use to him who is to shape the characters and laws of men. 665 
He who cannot learn these things can never be a ruler, though he may be an assistant. 
In the last two pages of the Laws Plato evades giving a detailed account of the 
curriculum of the higher education thus indicated — perhaps he was weary, perhaps 
he did not care to repeat the Republic."* In any case, there is no justification for the 
statement that the Laws ignore the higher education of the rulers or substitute in it 
mathematics and astronomy for dialectic. On the contrary, the unity of Plato's 

«M 962 C ; cf. Rep., 424 C. «i Cf. Phcedr., 265 D : and with ravnp ov« fori vafrrrip* 

665 982 D. fttto&K, cf. Phileb., 16 B ; Phadr., 266 B. 

•*• Cf. Rep., 563 A, turn 6h t\tv0ipot $. «2965D. Meno, 74 A, tjji» 6< niav, if iii w&rrmv rovrmv 

•M Qf. Phileb., 18 E, wm fori* iv cat woKXa avrwr Uartpov. «ortV, ov ivvafiaOa arcvpcir. 
6M964C; cf.Rcp. % WE, rjavrov Jvi^ct Iv r§ tow < X omK M3966B. 

fvrf Mv> "" In Book X. 

•W964E; c/. T«*.,fl9,7Q. M6967E. 

«°965A. 6M968D. 
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thought is strikingly illustrated by his return in the pages just analyzed to some of 
the favorite ideas of the Republic and earlier dialogues. 667 

It is not necessary to prolong this study. The TimcBUS> so far as it affects our 
argument, has already been considered. 666 The Timosus as a whole I have studied 
elsewhere. 666 

The object of this discussion and the expression "unity of Plato's thought" may 
easily be misunderstood. I may therefore be permitted, in conclusion, to repeat that 
I have not meant to sophisticate away the obvious and inevitable variations in Plato's 
moods, and minor beliefs from youth to old age. Nor in the study of such develop- 
ment would I reject the aid of a sober and critical method of style statistics. 676 My 
thesis is simply that Plato on the whole belongs rather to the type of thinkers whose 
philosophy is fixed in early maturity (Schopenhauer, Herbert Spencer), rather than to 
the class of those who receive a new revelation every decade (Schelling). And I have 
tried to show that the method which proceeds on the contrary assumption leads to mis- 
interpretation of his writings. The illustrations given are merely typical. There has 
been no attempt to catalogue exhaustively the opinions of contemporary Platonists. 
The polemic is, I trust, not discourteous, and is, I am sure, not intentionally disloyal. 
In any case, it turns generally on the meaning or relevancy of specific passages and can 
easily be tested. Some excuse for its prominence may be found in Mill's statement 
that "there are few, if any, ancient authors concerning whose mind and purpose so 
many demonstrably false opinions are current, as concerning Plato." 



cKGovrati supports his riew of the anti-dialectical 
tendency of Plato's mind in the Laws hy the hostility of 
the Sophist to every kind of antilogy. But sorely eristic is 
one thine and dialectic another. The true Socratic elen- 
chus is described and the difficulty of distinguishing it 
from eristic indicated in a locus classic** in the Sophist 
(230 B ff.); and both the Sophist and the Politic** employ 
the k ee nest dialectic in order to meet and defeat eristic on 
its own ground (SopJL, 259CD). In the Parte***, which 



Gompers thinks late, dialectic is still the highest science 
of truth (PaOee.. 58). But Plato had other interests than 
dialectic, and it is unreasonable to expect him to fill the 
Love and Tiumams with repetitions of what had been said 
once for all in the Sophist, Politic**, and Pkilcbms. 

•»dupra. p. 37. •» A. J. P., VoL EL, pp. 396 ff 

c*As. e. g~, that of Rrrra. "Die Sprachstatistik in 

Anwendung auf Platen und Goethe," Rem 
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far. lift. 

i and »%■ in , 5a. 

. 57 &. 34.3ft, ST. 

tWrm pt&. CBw 

Pammo.33.41.TT. 
PamuVus. TlTL Ml 
PaOeews. 1 T a. 98. 22, 23, 43, 

4ft»«3ff. 
Pleasure. 22; negativity of. 

23.24; in mind. 

43.4a. 
Poetry. Plato's 

toward. CI ff. 
Political art. IT. C2. . 
Pt*J*rw*.«»ff..44. 
Prolmmrws. 12 a. 4ft. 3X 21. 

TT. 

f. 41 ff. 



c, TSflL. 14,».35n. 
. 41, 42. 55. 51, n. 375. 

Socratic ignorance, 6; in 
minor dialogues drama- 
tic 15. 

Socratic paradoxes, 9l 

Soul, immortality of. 40 ff^ 
80. 

SouL tripartite, 42. 

Sophist 50 11. 

Sprachstatistik, 1, 5, T a. 
10.88. 



Psychology. 4 

T7ae«Herm?>. 
i jJimMugicai 



.15. 
, - ,lt.TI. 

temperaments, the two, 12 
n.5u>13n.?0.C2u.48L 
7*em*eiw«.gfta%33,53. 
rSaMms.3T x 8a, 
Utilisariaaism, 20 ff. 
Yice. iavoluntary. 9l 
Virtue, is knowledge, 
unity of. 10; come* 
with happiness, 25 ff. 
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THE TOLEDO MANUSCRIPT OF THE GERMANIA OF TACI- 
TUS, WITH NOTES ON A PLINY MANUSCRIPT* 

Frank Frost Abbott 



DESCRIPTION OF THE CODEX TOLETANUS 

The manuscript of which the Qermania forms a part, 49.2 of the Zelada collec- 
tion, contains 223 folios, with 30, occasionally 29, lines to the page. The page is 
23.1cm. X 14.5 cm., and the written portion 17.2 cm. X 8.3 cm. It is divided as fol- 
lows: Cor. Taciti De Vita Moribus Et Origine Oermanorum Opus Elegantissimum, 
folio 1 r. to the middle of 15 v. ; Opus Eiusdem De Vita Et Mori b * L. Agricole, 16 r. 
to bottom of 36 v. ; Io. Antonii Campani Oratoris Atque Poetoe Celeberrimi Oratio 
De Laudibus Scientiarum, 37 r. to 63 v. ; fragment of an oration, 64 r. to the middle 
of 66 r. ; a number of Pliny's Letters 66 r. to 221 v. ; fragment of an oration, 222 r. 
to 223 v. 

On folio 15 v., at the end of the Qermania, after relinquam there is written 
rooTcXoxr and just below, the subscription FVLGINI^ SCRIPTVM GERENTE ME 
MAGISTRATVM PV • SCRIB^J • KAL' • IVN • 1474. The Agricola has at the end 
the word FINIS only. On folio 63 v. following the oration of Antonius stands the 
title of his oration, followed by these words: Scripta g me M. Anghn Crullum Tuder- 
tem fulginii pu. Scribam Non Decembr MccccLxxiiii Deo Laus & honos. The selec- 
tions from Pliny's Letters 2 have, on folio 221 v. and 222 r., the subscription Caii 
Plinii oratoris at<j Phylosaphi Dissertissimi epistolarum liber octavus et ultimus 
explicit foeliciter deo gras Finis Perusie in domo Crispoli* * 1468 AMHN TcXow M. 
Angelas Tuders. Incidentally it may be noticed that the scribe's name is Crullus, 
not Trullus as Leuze surmised from Wunsch's report in the Classical Review, 1899, 
p. 274, and that his patronymic in the subscription, both on folio 63 and 221, is given 

i In the spring of 1899 1 planned to visit Toledo for the the codex itself oonrinced me that it was thoroughly trust- 
purpose of collating the Taeitns MS. in the possession of worthy. I take this opportunity to express my sincere 
the cathedral library of that city. Reference was made to thanks to If onsignor Merry del Val, the archbishop of 
this plan in the Classical Review of the preceding year Nicaw, whose enlightened interest in classical study is well 
(Vol. XII, p. 465). The necessity of finishing another piece known. Through his friendly intercession in my behalf I 
of work upon which I was engaged forced me, however, to received permission to make a complete copy of the Qer- 
give up the project for a time, and I was unable to carry it mania text, although such permission had never been 
out until last spring. In the interval Dr. Leuze, of granted before, I believe, in the Toledo library. I am in- 
Tubingen, made an admirable collation of the Agricola debted also to Dr. Leuze and to Dr. Wunsch, who first 
portion of the MS., and published the results of his exami- made the existence of the Toledo MS. known to students 
nation of it in the eighth Supplementband of Philologus. by his note in Hermes, Vol. XXXII, p. 59, for the helpful 
In this paper, therefore, I shall confine myself to the Oer- suggestions which they gave to me by letter before I went 
mania, which is contained in the same codex, and which to Toledo. 

Dr. Leuze did not have time to collate. In his article (p. % A description of this part of the MS., with a collation 

517) Dr. Leuze expressed the fear that his collation might of a few of ^ ^^^ contained in it, is published in this 

not be accurate at all points, because he was obliged to paper on pp. 48, 44. 
make it in a very short time, but my comparison of it with 
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as Tuders, not Tudertinus as Wtlnsch reports. A more important correction of 
WtLnsch's reading' consists in the fact that at the end of Antonius's oration the date 
is clearly 1474 and not 1471. From the dates previously reported Leuze inferred 
that the Agricola was written between December 5, 1471, and June 1, 1474. This 
supposition involved a serious difficulty, because, as will be noticed, the oration of 
Antonius, which follows the Qermania, seemed to bear the earlier date, 1471. Since, 
however, the actual reading in both cases is 1474 the difficulty disappears, and further- 
more we can say with considerable confidence that the Agricola, which stands between 
the Qermania and the oration of Antonius, was written between June 1 and December 
5, 1474. The date, 1468, given at the end of Pliny's Letters, is a little surprising, 
but it is written in brown ink, while the rest of the subscription is in bright red ink, 
and may be an incorrect date inserted later. This supposition is in a alight degree 
confirmed by the fact that the subscription is arranged in lines of approximately equal 
length, except that in the line where 1468 is written this number stands to the right 
of the perpendicular, to the left of which the other lines of the subscription fall, but I 
am not inclined to lay much stress on this last consideration. Since Angelus makes 
no mention of his title of public scribe in this connection, and since Pliny's Letters 
were copied at Perusia, it may perhaps be assumed with safety that the Pliny MS. was 
not copied in 1474. That Angelus copied the Agricola as well as the Qermania is not 
only clear from the close resemblance which the handwriting in the one document 
bears to that of the other, but is proved beyond a doubt by examining his method of 
forming certain combinations of letters. To take one illustration only: fama bo 
closely resembles forma in Agr. 10, 12 that Dr. Leuze was in doubt (p. 545) which of 
the two words was intended. The same word, fama, is written in the same peculiar 
way in Germ. 34, 9 and 35, 16 (MullenhofTs ed.). The signs for abbreviations, the 
method of making corrections, and the orthography in the two texts are also similar, 
although perhaps one ought not to lay much stress on the resemblance last mentioned. 

The MS. of the Qermania, like that of the Agricola, has a great many variants. 
These are without exception written on the margin in the hand and ink used in the 
body of the text Someone has also added on the margin here and there in bright red 
ink the nominative form of certain proper names occurring in the text Thus on folio 
1 r. opposite 2, 8 (ed. Mull.) stands Qermania, opposite 2, 12 (ibid.) Tuisco deus, 
opposite 2, 13 (ibid) Mannus. These additions are of no importance in discussing 
the MS., and may, therefore, be left entirely out of consideration. 

Corrections of a single letter or syllable are made above the line. In two cases 
only, where it is necessary to insert one or more words (13, 4 and 13, 18), the words 
to be added are written on the margin. The corrections are made in ink of three 
different colors — a dark brownish green (that of the text itself), a reddish brown, and a 
bright red. It may be stated with confidence that those in green ink are made by the 

3 The errors in Dr. Wftnsch's description of the MS. result of course solely from the feet that, as ha wrote to Dfc 
Lease, he was allowed to note Ae u is c r l icaaeifem only. 
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scribe himself from the copy which he is following. One cannot speak with the same 
certainty of the other two classes of corrections, bnt I am strongly inclined to think 
that those in reddish-brown ink are in the hand of the original copyist. The third 
corrector, he of the bright red ink, is evidently the scribe who wrote the proper names 
on the margin to which reference has been made above. The ink is the same as that 
used in the titles and the paragraph marks. This fact makes it reasonably sure that 
this third class of corrections may be attributed either to the original copyist or to one 
of his fellows. His corrections are so slight as to afford us little basis for a comparison 
of his hand with that of the text The style which he has used in his notes on the 
side of the page differs from the writing of the original copyist, but probably the dif- 
ference is no greater than would naturally exist between the formal and the free hand 
of the same scribe. We may assume, therefore, with great probability that all three 
classes of corrections are to be traced to the original copyist It does not follow, how- 
ever, that they come from the same source. Those in green ink were undoubtedly made 
by the copyist as he proceeded with his work. As has been remarked already, they 
were corrections of errors which he made in following his copy. Those in reddish- 
brown and in bright red ink must have been added somewhat later. That a con- 
siderable interval of time elapsed between the copying of the text and the insertion of 
these two classes of corrections seems rather probable from the fact that these two inks 
are used in correcting the Agricola also. The reddish-brown ink is used, for instance, 
in Agr. 43, 7 (ed. Halm), 4 and the bright red ink in 3, 6; 29, 9; 31, 2; 31, 19; 33, 6, 
and 46, 1 (see Leuze, pp. 543-54). It is clear that these changes were made some time 
after the entire MS. had been finished, and for this second and third correction of the 
text a MS. other than the archetype of T, or even two such MSS., may have been used. 
The bearing of these corrections upon the text of the MS. from which T was copied can 
be ascertained only by discovering their source, and this can be done better when we 
come to discuss the readings in T.* 

II 

T AND THE BC CLASSES OF MANUSCRIPTS' 

COLLATION OF TBbCc WITH MOLLENHOFF'8 EDITION 7 

Cor. Taciti De Vita Moribus Et Origine Germanorum Opus Elegantissimum 
Feliciter Incipit T 

* At 43, 7 autim was omitted by the original copyist, of B (Vat. 1862) and C (Vat. 1518) are from my own collation 
and added on the margin in brownish-red ink by the of those MSS., and a list of corrections to be made in Mul- 
eorrector. lenhoff's critical apparatus may be found on pp. 42, 43. The 

* This point has a like importance for the Agricola. hand of the flret corrector is indicated by T«, that of the 

second by T», that of the third by T*. At the points 

* MuUenhofiTs nomenclature tor the MSS. is followed, marked ^ thig uble ^ a gUr MtU i en hoff, in the Dcutoche 
and in this table the readings of B bC and c, which make AUe rtunuku«d* Vol. IV (Berlin, 1900), expresses a prefer- 
op the BC classes, are given, because the fundamental ence for ^ roadings which T (with wrUiin other mss.) 
point in connection with any new Oermania MS. must be giTes# u ^ ge9med befi| howeTer , for convenience in 
to determine its relation to these four MSS. reference, to print in the first column the readings of Mul- 

* The readings of b and o hare been taken from the lenhofFs text, even where that editor on maturer consider- 
critical apparatus in MullenhofFs edition. The readings ation has expressed a preference for another reading. 
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Cornelii Taciti De Origine Et Situ Germanorum Liber Incipit B 
Cornelii • Taciti • De Origine • Situ • Moribus • Ac Populis • Germanorum Liber 
Incipit: cob 

C • Cornelii Taciti de origine et situ germanorum C 

C • Cornelii Taciti De Origine Et Situ Germani$ Liber Incipit c 



Editio Muellenhoffii 

1, 1 Germania 

1 Raetisque 

2 Danuvio 

3 cetera 

3 Oceanus 

6 Raeticarum 

8 septentrionali 

9 Danuvius 

10 Abnobae 



11 septimum 



2, 12 Tuistonem 

14 conditoresque 

15 Ingaevones 

16 Herminones 

16 ceteri 

16 Istaevones 

17 deo 

18 plurisque 
18 Suebos 

20 Germaniae 

21 Rhenum 
24 omnes 

24 victore 

25 etiam 



TBbCc 

ermania omissa O quae minio pingi debebat T 
Rhaetiis<}T, Retiisque B, rhetiisque b, r$tiisque Cc 
Danubio T, danubio Bbc 
cetera T, coetera et similiter saepius vel cetera b, cetera 

vel caetera Cc ubique 
occeanus T C ubique 
rjeticay T, rheticarum b, r^ticarum C, raeticarum c, 

Reticarum B 
septemtrionali T 
Dannubius T, danubius Bb, Danuuius C, danuuius in 

danubius corr. c* 
Arnobe (at Arbone at none in margine) T, Arnob$ 

(Arbonae in marg.) B, arbon$ b, arbone C, arnobae 

in arbonae corr. c 
septimu£ * * * (septimus in septimum correxit et • N • 

supra addidit T*) T 

Tuiscone T, Tinstone C, Tristone et in marg. Tuisman 
B, tristone b, tui supra tri fi, Bistonem c 

conditorisc} T, conditorisque Bbc, conditoris C 

Ingeuones T B b C, ing?uones fi y ingaeuones c 

herminones (n supra addidit T a ) T, Hermiones BbC, 
herminones £, herminones c 

c^teriT 

Isteuones TC 

deosT 

plues<j T, pluresque B b C c 

SueuosTBbCc 

germani$ T 

rhenium (i puncto delevit T 1 ) T 

offisT 

victor-T (cf. arar* 14, 17) 

om. Tc, etiam B b, & C 



» Oentis vertmm (2, 14 erf. M.)/oL fi- elamdii. 
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3, 2 proelia 

4 barditum 

5 futuraeque 
5 pugnae 

7 vocis 

7 videtur 

10 Ulixen 

12 Germaniae 

13 incolitur 

14 nominatumque 
. . . aram 

15 Laertae 

16 monumentaque 

17 Graecis 

18 Germaniae 
18 Raetiaeque 

18 quae 



4, 1 


Germaniae 


2 


conubiis 


6 


caerulei 


6 


rutilae 


7 


valida 


9 


tdlerare 


10 


assuerunt* 


6, 1 
2 


specie 
foeda 


7 

7 

10 


eaeqae 

gratissimae 

Germaniae 


12 


hand 


15 


commerciorum 


17 


noetrae pecuniae 


20 
21 


qnoqne magis qnam 
affectione 



prelia T, plia b, glia C, praelia c 

Barditum et in marg. Baritu T, baritum supra bardi- 
tum C* 

future^ T corr. in futnr^j T 1 

pugne T carr. in pugn$ T' 

voces TBbCc 

videnturTBbCc 

ulixem T, ulixen Cc, Ulyxen B, Ulyssem (as in 
litura) b 

germanie T corr. in germani§ T' 

colifT corr. in IcolifT* 

nominatumc} ACKITTVPriON aram TBCc, nominatum- 
que aram (in marg. deest /3) b 

Laert?T 

monimentac} T C 

grecis T 

germani? T 

rhetiecj T, rhetiaeque b, R$ti$que B, r$tiaeque c, 
retigq; C 

queT 

germanie T corr. in germani? T 2 

cofiubiisTBbCc 

cerulei Tc, c$rulei C, ceruli b, ceruli (t lei supra 

versum) B 
rutil^T 

vallida {in valida correxit T l ) T 
tollerare T C 
aseueverut TCc, aasuerunt (1 int supra versum) B 

speij:|i (spem corr. in spei?!? 1 ) T, spe*C, spetie c 

fedaTBb 

e$<j T b y Eeque B, eatq ; C, eatque c 

gratissime T 

gemanie T 

autTO 

comertio? T, commertiorum Cc 

nre pecunie T 

magisg T 

affectatione TBb, affectione Cc 



• Conflrmare verbum (5, IBed.M.) fol. IP claudit. 
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6, 1 ne ferrum quidem 

5 comminus 

10 distinguunt 

11 galea 

12 variare 

16 aestimanti 

17 proeliantur 

18 peditum 
25 proeliis 
28 superstites 



ne ferrum (q addidit T") T 

cominufl T b 

distingutTBbCc 

gale§TBbCc 

uarietate T b, variare B C c 

extimanti T, estimati B, ^stimati b, existimanti C c 

preliantur T 

pjditum (e supra addidit T ! ) T 

preliis T 

supstes T 



7, 6 ne verberare 

7 poenam 

7 iussu 

7 velut 

9 effigiesque 

9 detracta 

11 fortuita 

16 illae 

16 et* 



necj verberare T 

penam T B 

iuxu T 

velud T, veluti O 

Effigies T 

de tracta T 

fortuna T corr. in fortnita T 1 

illeTC 

autTBb, etCc . 



8, 4 comminus 

7 nubiles 

9 consilia 

9 neglegunt 

11 Albrunam 



9, 



comin* TCb 

nobiles T B C c, nobiles b 

consilio T 

negligut T b C c, neglegunt B 

Aurinia (Albrunam sive Albriniam in marg.) T, auri- 
niam B b C, fluriniam c, sed B in margine Albriniam, 
b 1 Albriniam, c ab altera manu albriniam supra 
ad8criptum habent 



13 


tamquam 


tanq-TBc 


2 


litare 


litare T 


3 


Martem et Herculem 


Herculem & martem T, herculem ac martem Cc, et 
herculem post placant B b 


4 


Sueborum 


suevo? T C c b, Suenorum B 


6 


liburnae 


liburne T 


8 


speciem 


spem T C, specie B, spetiem c 


8 


assimulare 


assimilare T 


9 


caelestium 


celestium T 



io Quidem verbum (0, 1 ed. M.) fol. 2r claudit. 
ii Non verbum (7 t 7 ed. M.) fol. *> claudit. 



is Modum verbum (9, eed.M.) fol. 8r claudit. 
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10, 5 fortuito 
10 eundem 

12 interrogare 

13 praesagia 
22 exploratur* 

24 popularium 

25 praeiudicio 

11, 2 omnes 

4 incidit 

5 incohatur 

10 nee ut iussi 

11 coeuntium 

12 absumitur 

12 turba* 

13 turn 
15 aetas 

12, 2 distinctio 
7 flagitia 

7 abscondi 

8 poena 

9 mulctae 
11 conciliis 

13 ex plebe 

14 assunt 

13, 1 publicae 
1 privatae 
4 turn in 

4 vel pater vel 
propinqni 

7 publicae 

9 adolescentulis 

11 etiam 

13 aemulatio 

15 haec 

15 hae 

16 semper 

16 circumdari 

18 cniqne 



fortuitu T 

eumdem T 

interogare T 

presagia T 

explorant T C c, exploratur B, corr. ex exploratur b 

depopularium T pw 

preinditio T, pr$iuditio C, iudicio B 

omes T 

incident T 

inchoatur T b C, incohatur B c 

ne iniussi T 

c$tuum T 

assumit~ T 

turbeTB, turbgbCc 

tamen (tantuj in marg.) T, turn c, cum C, tamen B b 

etasT 

Distintio T 

flagia T, flagitia C, flagicia B, supplicia b 

ascondiT 

penay T B, poenarum b C c 

mulcteT 

comitiisT 

explebes T corr. in explebe T 

adsutTBC 

pub'T, plu C0 C 

private T 

Turn in T (Turn in Cum correxit et Eum supra 

addidit T a ), turn mCc et supra cum c*, cum in B b 
ut ipsi ul propinqni (ipsi punctis delevit et in margine 

velploddtdt/T*)T 
pub ce T 
adolescentibus T 
ef&T 
emulatio T 
hecTB 
heTB 
semp & T 
circundari T 
oro. T zed in margine scripsii T* 



i* Committunt verbum ( JP, 25 ed. M.) foL 8v claudit. 



i« Comites verbum ( JI, 18 erf. M.) fci. 4r claudit 
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14, 2 vinci 

2 virtutem principis 

2 adaequare 

3 ac 

3 probrosum 

6 praecipuum 

8 otio 

9 adolescentium 
11 ancipitia 

13 tuentur 

14 illam 

17 arare 

18 exspectare 
20 et 

20 adqoirere 



viam T corr. in vinci T a 

virtute principe T 

adequare T, equare C c 

om. T sed in marg. scripsit T* 

probosnm T 

precipnnm T 

ocioTBb 

adolescentu T 

ancipiatia T corr. in ancipitia T 1 

tuere T sed a supra addidit T a , tuent° 

tneare C c et reliqui omnes 
illam^T 

araf T, aiTare (=arrare) C 
expectare T B C c 
om. T sed in marg. & addidit T* 
acquirere T B C c 



B, tuStnr b, 



15, 2 otinm 
5 feminis 



ocinm T B b 
feminis T 



16, 1 populifl 
2 no pati 
4 locant 



5 conexis 

5 et 

5 cohaerentibus 

6 circnmdat 

7 caementorum 
9 epeciem 

12 imitetur 

12 supterraneoe 

14 hiemis 

16 aperta 

16 populatar 

17 ignorantur 



pplos T corr. in pplis T* 

nepati T 

locant (in marg. Longant) T, longant (super 
lineam 1 locant) B, looant sed supra et infra secun- 
dum o litura, ut fuisse videatur logant (teste Muel- 
lenhoffio) b, in margins Locant fi 

connexis T B b C c 

om. T sed super versum supplevit T* 

coherentibufl T 

circundat T B c 

cementoy T 

spetiem T c, spem C, spetie B 

imitent* T c immitet* C 

sb^teraneoa T, sb D t D aneoe C, sabterraneoe c, supter- 
raneoe Bb 

hyemi T B C, hiemi be 

aperta T ( n super litieam addidit T m ) 

populatio T 

ignoranter T 



(H»^K.)M» cimmdit 



H PkalMM *cr*nm ( tf, a «L Jf.) foL 9t cUmdii. 
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17, 3 locupletissimi 

3 distinguuntur 

6 neglegenter 

7 commercia 
9 beluarum 

10 feminis 

11 feminae 
11 amictibus 



Locuplectissimi T 

distinguntur T B b c, dixtlgur C 

negligenter T B b c, neglegenter corr. ex -ut~ 

comertia T, commertia C c, corr. t in c b 

belluarum T 

I oeminifl T 

foemine T 

admictibus T 



C 



18, 3 singulis 
10 in 

10 haec 
12 haec 

16 periculorumque 

19 denuntiant 

19 vivendum 

19 pereundum 

21 rnrsnsque 

19, 1 saepta 
3 feminae 
5 praeeens 
9 aetata 

9 invenerit 

11 saeculum 

16 tamquam 

17 finire 

17 quemquam 



singlis T 

im T corr. in in T ! 

hecTB 

hecT 

pericnlof T 

renuptiant (?) T, denuciant B 

uiuentes T 

parientes T, pariendum B c, pereondum b, piedum C 

rorsns que T, rursus quae c, rursus^ C 

septa T, septa cum litura supra lineam b, scepta C 

f emino T 

presens T 

etateT 

invenit ( = invenerit ) T, invenit C c 

seculum T 

tangTB 

finere T corr. in finire T 1 

quen$ T B c, quSq ; C 



20, 1 ac 

2 quemque 

3 aut 

5 deliciis 

5 dignoscas 

7 inexhausta 

14 tamquam 

14 animum 

16 si 



atcjT 

qnc^ T, quenque c 

acTCc, autBb 

delitiisTCc 

dinoscasTBC 

in exaucta T 

tan$T 

in alum TBbCc 

sedT corr. tnsiT* 



» Pellitra*qua verbum (/7, 9 ed. M.) foL 5v claudiU 
i» Littoraram verbum (», 3 ed. M. ) fol. $r claudit. 



»• Animum verbum (*>, 14 ed. M.)foL€* claudiL 
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20,18 


quo* 


19 


giatknor 


21, 2 


implaeabfles 


8 


quemcumqae 


14 


hoKfffia 


17 


Yinchmi 


18 


comilas 


22, 1 


e — "*»" 


2 


saepiaa 


3 


hiems 


7 


vinoleiitos 


8 


conviciia 


8 


caede 


10 


aaciscendis 


12 


tamqoam 


14 


nee 


23, 6 


indalaeris 


24, 1 


coeta 


2 


nodi iavenes 


4 


qaaestnm 


10 


Tolantariam 


13 


condicionifl 


13 


commercia 


15 


exolvant 


25, 1 


diacriptis* 


4 


et 


5 


officia 


6 


verberare 


6 


vincolis 


9 


eat 


11 


dnmtaxat 


11 


iis 


26, 1 


fenue 


3 


in vices 



»C«piunt verbum (a, J ad. M. ) foL fr clamdiU 
u Inter rer6«m (**, led. Jf.) foL 7* clamdiL 



tanto TBC, propiqore? quof G, qioc et in litura 
fi f quanta MueUenkoffius, D. A-, p. 325 

gratiorior (gratior m wuurg.) T, gntionor (t gntior 
aupra) fie 7 

implacabilee T, iplicabilea C 

quencniMjTB 

hoepititis T corr. in hospitis T 1 

VictosTBbCc 

comiflTBbCc 

# N* Bomno T, e Bamno Cc/? f enim soamo Bb 

sepias T 

hyemis T, hyems B C 

vinulentoe T, vi naletoe C 

connitiis T B C c 

ced$T 

adflcifjcendifl TBC 

tan^TB 

ant T 

in dulseria T 

cetuTC, cetu B 

Nudi iuuenes Nodi iaaenea T 

qaeetnm T b C c 

volaptariam T 

conditionia TBCc 

comertia T, comertia C c, oomercia fi 

exolvai (= exolvant?) T 

deecriptis T libri 

utTBb, etCc£ 

offitiaTCc 

Verbeiant T 

vingculis T corr. in vinculis T * 

om. T 

dnntaxatT 

hiaT 

FoenusTbCc 

inuices" T, in trices B, inuice b, uices C, uices c 

»DiCnatioMB rcrimm (K, Jed. M.) foL 8r clomdit. 
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26, 6 


praebent 


prestant (in marg. prebent) T, prestant (t prebent supra) 
B, praebent c, pbet b, pstat C 


7 


labore 


laborare (in marg. labore) T, labore (in marg. 1 labo- 
rare) B, laborare (1 labor* supra) b, labore C c (t rare 
supra scripsit c *) 


9 


et 


utTBbc, etC/3 


9 


terrae 


terreT 


11 


species 


speties T c, sp^s B C 


11 


hiems 


HyemsTBCc* 


11 


aestas 


estasT 


27, 3 


odoribus 


coloribus T 


4 


equus 


equis T, equs c, eq 9 C 


4 


adicitur 


adiicitnr TBb, adjicitur c, adicitur C 


5 


caespes 


cespes T b C c 


8 


feminis 


Foeminis T 


10 


haec 


HecT 


10 


commune 


comae T, comuni C 


10 


origine 


orrigine T 


13 


commigraverint 


comigravint T 


28, 1 


auctor 


auctof T, auctoru Cc, autor Bb 


8 


Boii 


BoiT 


9 


Boihaemi 


boihemi T, Boihemi (t Boijemione in marg.) B, boiemi 
b, boiemi C, bohemi post nomen c 


11 


ab Osis 


abois T, a boiis B b c, osis in marg. ft 


16 


Nervii 


NeruliTBCc, nerulib 


17 


tamquam 


tan£TB 


21 


ne Ubii 


Nubii T B C c, nubii b, ubij mar go fi 


22 


libentius 


lbentius T corr. in libentius T * 


22 


Agrippinenses 


Aggripineses T 


23 


origine 


orrigine T 


25 


collocati 


collati T, conlocati B 


29, 1 


Batavi 


Batauii T B C c, bat&ui b 


3 


Chattorum 


Cathof T, cattorum b, cattorum B, chattorum C c 


3 


quondam 


condam T 


3 


populus 


populis T C c 


6 


antiquae 


anteT 


8 


collationibus 


collationibus (in marg. collocationib)) T, collocationi- 



bus B et supra collationibus c 2 

» Utraqne verbum (28, 8ed. M.) foL 8v claudit. 
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29, 8 


proeliorum 


prelioy T 


14 


cetera 


cetera T sed i supra a posita esse videtur T * 


14 


similes 


si miles T corr. in similes T * 


14 


Batavis 


Bactauis T 


18 


Danuviumque 


DannubiumOj T, danubiumque B b c, danuuiumque C 


19 


decumates 


Decumathes TBc 


20 


dubiae 


dubie T 


22 


praesidiis 


presidiis T 


22 


pars 


parT 


22 


provinciae 


prouincie T 


30, 1 


Chatti 


cati T, catti b C, chatti B c 


2 


incohant 


inchoant T C, incohant c, i cohai B, inchoat b, inchoat 
et post t litura /S 


4 


Chattos 


cathos T, cattos b, chattos B c, c&ctos C 


6 


artus 


arctus T, arc° C c 


8 


sollertiae 


solerti§TCcb 


8 


praeponere 


preponere T 


8 


praepositos 


prepositos T 


9 


intellegere 


intelligereTBbCc 


9 


occasiones 


occioes (in marg. occasiones) T 


12 


Romanae 


roe T, roe C, romane B, roman$ b, ratione c £, ratione 
Muellenhoffius, D. A., p. 411 


12 


disciplinae 


discipline T 


14 


in pedite 


impedite T corr. in in pedite T 1 


16 


Chattos 


cathos T, cattos b 


31, 1 


raro 


raro T, raro b C, rara B, rara c 


2 


Chattos 


cathos T, cattos b, cattos C 


2 


consensum 


conventum T 


7 


pretia nascendi 


pretiaf nascendi T, noscendi B, nascendi c, noscendi b C 


7 


rettulisse 


retulisse T libri 


11 


caede 


cede T, cede B 


11 


Chattorum 


cathoy T, cattorum b 


14 


haec 


hecT 


17 


ad quemque 


adqueno^ T, ad quenque b c 


18 


contemptores 


conteptores T, contentores C 


18 


durae 


dureT 


32, 1 


Chattis 


cathis T, cattis b 



«*M agnitado verbum (19, 11 ed. M.)fol. 9r claudit. 



» Pn«na verbum (90, X7 ed. M .) fol. 9» claudit. 
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32, 3 


Bolitnm 


4 
4 


praecellunt 
Chattoe 


6 


infantinm 


7 


haec 


9 


natu 


33, 4 
6 
6 


praedae 

proelii 

invidere 


9 
10 


qnaeso 
nrgentibus 


34, 1 


Dulgubnii 


2 


Chasaarii 


4 


Frieiis 


5 


praetexuntur 


6 


immensoe 


6 

7 


insuper 
claBsibuB 


8 


ilia 


8 

9 

10 

10 


temptavimns* 
volgavit 
quidquid 
magnificum 


11 


consensimus 


11 


Druso 


13 


temptavit* 


35, 1 


in septentrionem 


2 
3 
3 


ac primo 

incipiat 

Frisiis 


4 


litoris 


5 
5 


optenditar 
in Chattoe 



99UWP aolitum (solium punctis infra positis delevit 

T')T 
precellnnt T 
Cathoe T, cattoe b 

infanctium T (corr. in infantiom T 1 ) 
hecT 
natui T (corr. in natu T*) 

pred$ 

preliiT 

om. T 

queso T 

nrgentibus iam TBb, I nrgentib C, in nrgentibus c et 

supra 1 Igentib* c* 
Dnlgicnbuni (dnlgibnii margo) T, dnlgitnbini b, 

Dnlgibini (et supra 1 dnlgitnbini) B, dnlgibini C c 

et supra dnlcnbnni c* 
Thasuarii T B, tasuarii b, occasuarii C, chasudrii c 
frisis T B c et in marg. /S, friscis C, frisiis b 
pretexuntur T 
in mensos T 
in super T 
claxibus T 
ilia (illis margo) T 
tentauimus TCc, tetauimus B b 
uulgauit T b, uolgauit B C, uoligauit c 
quic4 T libri 
magnum T, magnu ; B, magnificum Ccrf in litura /S, 

magn in margins & 
consensimns (cosuevim" margo) T 
Durso T corr. in Druso T ' 
tentauit TBc, tetauit b, temptauit C 

Inseptemtrione T 

A primo T corr in Ac primo T 1 

incipiant T 

Frisis TBbCc 

littorisT 

obtendit* T B, optenditur b, obtendere C c 

in chatos T, incattos b, incaptos C 



» Equitam verbum («, 6 ed. M.) fol. Wr claudit. 



37 Qniequid verbum (W, to ed. M.) fol. 10* claudit. 
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35, 6 


sinuetur 


sinuet* (sinat~ margo) T, sinatur C c, sinuetur B b 


6 


immensum 


in mensum T 


7 


et implent 


implet* T, et implent B et implet C 


13 


iniurias 


Iniuriam T 


36, 1 


Chattorumque 


cathoyo^ T, cattorumque b 


2 


ac 


& ac (ac supra lineam scripto) T 


2 


inlacessiti 


illacessiti T 


4 


inpotentes 


potentis T, inpotentes b C c, I potentis B 


5 


nomina 


nomine T B b C c 


7 


Chattis 


Chattis T, cattis b 


8 


tracti 


Tacti T B b C, tracti c 


9 


adversarum 


aduersarum (adusariis margo) T, aduersarum (1 ad- 
uersariis) B b, adu 9 sarium C 


9 


aequo 


equo T 


9 


socii 


sotii T c, sunt socii C 


10 


fuissent 


fuiss^(= fuissent?) T 


37, 1 


sinum 


situm T B b, sinum C c 


2 


tenent 


tenent"* T 


3 


famae 


fame T 


4 


ambitu 


ambitum T, ambitum B, ambitum C c 


6 


sescentesimum 


Sexcentesimum T c, sesc-B b, sec- C 


8 


Caecilio 


Cecilio T 


8 


ac* 


& T B b, ac C c 


8 


Papirio 


Sapirio T B, papirio C c, Sapyrio b 


8 


consulibus 


coss : T, cons b, conss /8, eos C 


9 


si 


om. T 


10 


consulatum 


conuentum T, con* B 


11 


Germania 


in Germania T 


14 


saepius 


sepius T 


16 


caedem 


cedemTB 


16 


et ipse 


&ipo&ipeTBbCte 


17 


obiecerit 


obiecerunt T, obicit" C 


18 


et Scauro 


Scauro T 


19 


Caepione 


Cepione T o|q 


19 


Gnaeoque 


Marco<j T, Marcoq; (= Marcoquoque vel Marcoque) B, 
miq (= miquoque) C, M. c, marco q°<j b 


20 


populo Romano 


populi Romani T B b C c 


24 


Caesaris 


CesarisT 



M Voc«ntor vcrbum (36 % 7 ed. M.)f<A. llr claudit. 



w Italia verbum (37, 22 ed. M.)fol. nv claudit 
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37,25 


minae 


25 


versae 


25 


inde otium 


27 


hibernis 


28 


ac rursus inde pulsi 




proximis 


38, 1 


Suebis 


2 


Chattorum 


2 


Tencterorumve 


3 


optinent 


4 


quamquam 


4 


commune 


6 


sic 


7 


Sueborum 


9 


quod 


9 


saepe 


10 


iuventae 


12 


saepe 


12 


in ipso solo 


12 


vertici* 


13 


formae 


13 


innoxia 


15 


comptius 


16 


ornantur* 



39, 1 Semnones 

3 stato tempore 

3 patrum 

4 sacram 
4 omnee 

4 eiuadem 

»S*nCwniavcrimm(39,4ed.M.)/oL 



mine T 

am. T 

inde ocinm T B b, in otium C 

hybernisTBC 

ac rursus pulsi inde (nam margo) pximis T, ac rursus 

t ni 

pulsi inde proximis B, ac rursus inde pulsi proximis 
b, ac rursus pulsi nam proximis c, ac & expulsi rur- 
sus ide proximis C 

Suevis TBbCce/ ubique similiter 
cathof T 

r 

Tenctefoy ve (Tenctetorum corr. in Tencterorum T l ) T 

obtin& T C, obtinent c 

<| T B, q ; q ; C c, quam b 

comuni T, comune C 

sicut (Sic margo) T 

servo? T 

quidT 

sep^T 

iuuente T 

sepeT 

in solo (in ipo margo; signo \ • ante solo apposito) T, 

I !|MO 

in solo B, in ipso (solo supra adscripsit /S) b, in ipso 

solo Cc 
verticeTBbCc 
forme T 

innoxie T B b c, inopi$ C 
compti ut T B b C, compti et c 

I ornantar arm 

armantur (onant* margo) T, armantur B, ornantar b, 
ornantur C c, armantur supra c s 

1 Seuonas m 

Semones (Semnones margo) T, Semones B, senones b, 

semones C c 
Statuto (Stato tpe margo) T 
patrium T B b C, patrum /S, patruum c 
sacrum T B b C c, sacram /S 
offis (nomis t numis margo) T, omnia C c, omnes B b 

sed supra adscripto t nois t numinis B, t nominis c ' 
eiusdemcj T B 

lT-clamdiL 
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39, 6 horrenda 

13 adicit 

13 Semnonum 

14 habitant* 
14 corpore 



40, 1 nobilitat 

2 cincti 

3 proeliis 

5 Suardones 



5 Nuithones 

7 Nerthum 

10 eo 

12 intellegit 

13 feminis 

13 laeti 

14 quaecumque 

15 sumunt 

16 pax et quies 
20 servi 



horrentia T 

Adiicit T B b C c 

Semonum (Semnonuj margo) T, Semonu (t sennonu 

m 

supra) B, senonum b, semnonum C c 

habitants B b C c 

corpore (tempore margo) T, corpore (t tempore supra) 
tvpp 
B, corpore b, corpore C c 

nobilitas T B b C, nobilitat c 

cxincti T 

prgliis T 

Snarines (Suardones margo) T, Suarines B b C c, dones 

supra ines adscripsit 0, suardones cod. Hummel, et 

non nulli alii 
Nuitones T, Nuithones Be, nuitones C, nurtones b, i 
supra r /3 

Nertum T, Nerthum c, nethum C, Neithu B, neithum 

b, r supra i £ 
eaTBbCc 
intelligitTBbCc 
feminis T 
LetiT 
quecuc^ T 

sumunt T, sumut B, sumut C 
pax * quies (& supra lineam addito T 1 ) T 
Sevi T corr. in Servi T 2 



41, 1 haec 

1 Sueborum 

2 Germaniae 

2 propior 

3 Danuvium 

3 Hermundurorum 

5 commercium 

6 Raetiae 

7 passim 

42, 1 Varisti 

2 praecipua 



hecT 

verboy TBbCc 

germanie T corr. in germani? T 8 

proprior Tc, propior B 
Danubium T b c, Danuuium B O 
Hermundoy T 

comertium TC, coffiertiu Be 
Rheti^ Tb, Retie B, reti§ Cc 
passum T corr. in passim T l 

Narisci T, Naristi Bbc, Narisci in margined, maristi C 
precipua T 



iiQuias tunc tantum verba (40, 16 ed. M, ) foL 12 v claudunt. 
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42, 3 ipsa etiam 



3 


Boiis 


4 


Varisti 


5 


Germanise 


5 


Danuvio 


6 


praecingitmr 


7 


manserunt* 


8 


Tudri 


10 


saepios 


48, 1 


Cotini 


2 


claudunt 


3 


Cotinos 


7 


Cotini 


7 


effodiunt 


10 


Saebiam 


12 


Lygiorum 


14 


Helvaeonas 



15 Nahanarvaloe 

15 apud Nahanarualos 

15 religionis 

16 praesidet 

21 Harii 

22 traces 

23 feritati 
26 sustinente 
28 Gotones 

28 regnantur 

29 adductius 
31 Lemovii 

44, 1 ipso* 

1 Oceano 



el & Ipa (& lineola inducta delevit et signa transposi- 
tionis supra etiam et ipsa addidit T 1 ) T, etiam ipsa b 
BoisTBCc, boiis b 
narisci T, Naristi Bbc, maristi C 
Germanie T 

danubio Tbc, danuuio B C 
peragirTBbCc 

mansere TB, manser" b, manserunt Oc 
TrudiT 
sepius T 

GotiniTBbOo 

claudiut T 

GotinosTBbCc 

GotiniTBb, Cotini Co 

effodunt T 

sueviam T B b C c 

ij i 

Legiorum T, Legiornm B, legiornm b (Ligij in margine 

/3),lengiorumC,le^iorumcc' ,„ 

heluetonas (halosionas margo) T, Heluetonas B, helue- 

h 

conas b, eluheconas C, Heueconas c c* 

I naharnalos 

Nahanaruloe (naharnalos margo) T, Nahanarualos B, 

naharualos b, nahanarualos C, nachanarualos c 
Apd Naharnalos T B b, nacharnalos C c 
religionis (regionis margo) T, religionis B b, regionis 

Cc 
Presid& T 
aliiTBbCc 

trucis TBC, trncif (s puncto deleta) b, trncls c 
feriati T 
8b 9 stineteTc 
GothonesTBbCc 
regnat TBC, regnant b, regnantnr c 
addnctus T, adnctins C 
lemonii Tb, u supra n posuit, sed in margine Lemonii 

/S, Lemonii B C c 
ipe T B y ipsae b, ipo C c 
occeannm T, oceannm Bb, no supra adscripsit £, 

occeano C c 



nBeffibns verbum (42, 9 ed. M.)fol. W claudit 



» Ipsaqae verbum (48, 25 ed, M.) fol 13* elaudU. 
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44, 1 praeter 

3 utrinque 

4 ministrant 
10 clausa 

12 otiosae 



preter T 

utrimcj T, utriq ; C 

ministraf T B b C c 

causa T 

Ociosa T B b, occiosa C, otiosa c 



1 immotum 

4 ortum* 

4 edurat 

4 sidera hebetet 

5 equorum 

6 adicit 

8 Suebici 

8 Aestiorum 

9 adluuntur 
10 Britannicae 
10 propior 

17 sucinum 

17 glaesum 

18 litore 

18 quae 

19 quaeve 

19 quaesitum . 

22 perfertur * 

23 sucum 

24 intellegas 

27 igitur 

28 tura 

29 terrisque 

30 radiis 
32 litora 

32 exundant 

32 sucini 

33 temptes 
33 taedae 



solis 



imotum T, inmotum C 

ortus T C c, ortum B b 

edura T corr. in edurat T l 

fceb& & (hebet et expunxit et sydera hebet& in margine 

addidit T ! ) T 
deoy (eoy mar go) T, deorum B b C c, eoru cod. Stutl- 

gartiensis, cod. Vindobonensis 
aspicit adiicit (aspicit punctis deleto) T, adiicit B b C c 
Seuici (Sueuici margo) T, seuici b, Saeuici BOc, 

supra 1 sueuici Be *, sueuici et in margine suionici /S 
Aestyoy T, Aestiorum BCc, estiorum b, eflu supra 

scripsit et in margine eflui /8 
abluunt* T B b, alluuntur c, adluuntur C 
Britanic$ T, britanice C 
proprior T 

succinu T b, sucinum BCc 
glesum T B b C c 
littore T B C c 
queT 

que ue (uo margo) T 
quesitum T 
prof ertur T, ft ertur b 
Succum T b O c, sucum B 
intelligas T B b C c 
ergo T 
thura T c 
om. T 

radius T B b C, radiis c 
littora omissum scripsit in margine T ' 
exsudant T c, exudant C 
succini T b C, sucini B c 
tentes T, tetes B b C c 
tede T, tedae b c 



M Quod verbum (45, 3 ed. M.) foL 14* claudit. 



w Tarn, tyllaba prima tempestatnm vcrbi (46, 81 ed. M.) 
fol. 14° claudit 
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Si uonibus T corr. in Suionibns T a 
differl T, differunf C 

1 sueop snauaa 

Hie Suevi§ fines T, hie sueuie (Sueuie B, sueuiae c c*) 

fines B C c, hi sueui§ fines b 
tempore torpor (tempore punctis delete) T 
conubiis T B b c 
mixtos TBc, mistos b, o puncto delevit el i supra 

adscripsit 
quic^ T B b c 
fingunt TCc, figunt Bb 
peditom Tc, peeudum B b, corr. in peditum 
om.T 
fedaTB 
erbaT 
SolaT 
sagiptis T 
in opia T 
IdemT 
predeT 
illaborare T 

difficilimam T, difficillimam C c, difficilem B b 
oxionas (etionas mar go) T, Oxionas (1 etionas supra) B, 

oxionas b c, i etionas supra fi, exionas C, Etionas 

Muellenhoffius, D. A. p. 517 
uultusc} TbCc, noltnsque B 
& corpora TCc 
om. T 

Cornelii Taciti De Origine Et Situ Germanorum Liber Explicit B 

: oo : oo : oo Finit b 

finis : SeXoa 

ooTcXo)? c 

: oo TeXoxr 

FVLGINI^ SCRIPTVM GERENTE ME MAGISTRATVM 

KAL'. IVN- 1474 T 



45,36 


Suionibns 


37 


differnnt 


46 1 


hie Suebiae finis 


5 


torpor 


6 


conubiis 


6 


mixtis 


8 


qnidquid 


11 


figunt 


11 


pedum 


13 


sunt 


14 


foeda 


15 


herba 


16 


solae 


16 


sagittis 


16 


inopia 


17 


idemque 


19 


praedae 


23 


inlaborare 


25 


difiicillimam 


27 


Oxionas 


. 28 


Toltusque 


28 


corpora 


29 


ego 



PV- SCRIBE 



Attention has been called already (pp. 4, 5) to the three classes of corrections 
which T shows. T 1 is the scribe himself making corrections from the MS. which he is 
following. The doubt which an examination of the handwriting of T a and T* and of 
the ink used by them leaves in one's mind (c/. p. 5) can best be resolved by examin- 



" Aliud vcrtmm (tf, 19 ed. M.) fol. 1£T claudit. 
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ing the corrections made by each of these hands. A conspectus of those made by 
T* is given in the following table, and, to facilitate comparison, the readings of certain 
other MSS. and early editions' 7 are also indicated. 



CORRECTIONS BT SECOND HAND 



Ed. MuelL 




T 




T* 


1,11 


septimnm 


Septimus 






septimnm enim 


2, 16 


Herminones 


hermiones Vat. 


2964, N, R 


herminones 


3, 13 


incolitur 


colitur 






incolitur 


6, 1 


qnidem 


om. 






qnidem 


13, 4 


turn in 


turn in K 






cum I, in (cum in Vat 2964, N) 


4 


pater 


ipsi Vat. 2964, 


,K, 


N 


pater 


18 


cuique 


om. K, N 






cuique 


14, 2 


vinci 


viam 






vinci 


3 


ac 


om. 






ac 


13 


tuentur 


tuere 






tueare R (?) (tuea? Vat 2964, 
tueantur K, N) 


20 


et 


om. 






et 


16, 1 


popnlis 


popnlos 






populis 


5 


et 


om. K, N 






et 


16 


aperta 


aperta 






non aperta 



It is necessary to anticipate a conclusion reached later in this paper (cf. pp. 37 ff.) 
by stating at this point that T is closely related to E (or L), Vat. 2964 (Massmann's 
Rd), the Nuremberg editions, and the Roman edition of 1474. If, therefore, the cor- 
rections of T* differ from the readings of this group, w it is apparent that he is either 
introducing his own conjectures, or basing his corrections on some other MS. than the 
archetype of T. An examination of the table will show that the state of things just 
supposed is the case at 1, 11 ; 2, 16; 13, 4 (ipsi) ; 13, 18; and 16, 5. In all these cases 
the first hand in T shows the same errors found in other members of the group, so that 
the corrections of T a give different readings from those of the E MSS. It might be 
assumed that T, although it was related to the MSS. and editions mentioned, belonged 
to a collateral branch into which the errors under discussion had not entered. It is well- 
nigh inconceivable, however, that the first hand in T and the copyist of the archetype 
from which E, Vat. 2964, R and N are descended should have committed the same 
errors at all of these points. The conclusion reached after an examination of these 
readings is confirmed by a glance at the other corrections made by T a . In no case 
does he restore a reading peculiar to the E MSS. The readings of T* at 3, 13 ; 6, 1 ; 14, 2 ; 



17 k — Kappianos or Longolianos {cf. Massmann, p. 4) \ 
J? — editioBomana (cf, Massmann, pp. 25 ff., and Tao- 
MANN. Dt Taciti Qermaniac apparatu critico p. 28) N-=> 
•ditto Norimbergensis {cf. Massmann, p. 24; Taomann, 



p. 22, and MOllbnhotf, DcuUche Altertumskunda, Vol. 
IV, pp. 689 ff. 

** From this point on we shall designate this group of 
MSS. as the E class, following MtUlenhoff's nomenclature. 
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14, 3 ; 14, 13 ; 14, 20, and 16, 1 are found, it is true, in MSS. of the class mentioned, 
but they also all appear in important MSS. entirely independent of that group. 

earn 

Special interest attaches to 1, 11 ; 13, 4 (cum „ in) ; 13, 4 (pater) ; and 16, 16. In 
13, 4 and 16,16 T, in harmony with the E MSS., had ipsi and aperta, which T a changes 
to pater and non aperta. In 1, 11 Septimus, the reading of T is nearer septimum, the 
reading of the E class, than septimum enim is. A similar statement may be made in 
regard to turn in, the reading of T at 13, 4. All of the readings of T a , with the excep- 
tion of non aperta, are found in other MSS. That correction may be based on the 
copyist's conjecture, but the others seem to be clearly taken from some other MS. 

This conclusion does not carry with it the corollary that the reading of T at all 
the points mentioned represents correctly the archetype. On the contrary, wherever 
T* coincides with the E MSS. we should adopt its reading, not because it is the read- 
ing of T a , but because evidence from the E group makes it almost certain that the 
archetype of T and the E MSS. had the reading in question at that point. Accord- 
ingly we should accept incolitur, 3, 13 ; quidem, 6, 1 ; vinci, 14, 2 ; ac, 14, 3 ; tueare, 14, 
13 ; et, 14, 20, and populis, 16, 1. All these are simple errors, in their first stage of 
development, so to speak, and there is no difficulty in believing that they were made by 
the first hand in T, and that consequently they do not represent the readings of the 
archetype of T at these points. On the other hand, to restore the archetype of T, we 
should adopt the reading of T at 1, 11; 2, 16; 13, 4 (turn in); 13, 4 (ipsi); 13, 18; 
16, 5, and 16, 16. 

It may be surmised with some probability that the corrections made by T* were 
taken from Vindobonensis I (Massmann's W ; cf. p. 21), or from some MS. very closely 
related to it. This seems to be a natural inference from the fact that W has the read- 
ings of T* at all fourteen of the points cited in the table on p. 22, while, if the reports 
of Massmann and Tagmann may be trusted, it is the only MS. which gives all three of 
the characteristic readings, septimum enim os, 1, 11; Herminones, 2, 16; and turn eum, 
13, 4. That Toletanus is otherwise independent of W seems clear for two reasons. It 
does not, on the one hand, show the errors peculiar to W (e. g., erumpit, 1, 11; Ara- 
nisci, 28, 11 ; Gtermaniae, 28, 17 ; and Bastranas, 46, 3), while, on the other hand, 
abnormal forms like iuxu, 7, 7, and simple errors peculiar to T, like effigies, 7, 9 ; con- 
silio, 8, 9; depopularium, 10, 24; and comitiis, 12, 11, are passed over by T* without 
correction. 

The corrections made by T* are simpler. They are given in the following table. 

CORRECTIONS BT THIRD HAND , 

Ed. Muell. T T* 

3, 5 futurae future futur? 

5 pugnae pugne pugn§ 

12 Gtermaniae germanie germani$ 
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20,16 


si 


sed 


si 


28,22 


libentius 


lbentius 


libentius 


29,14 


cetera 


cetera 


i 

cetera (?) 


14 


similes 


si miles 


similes 


32, 6 


infantium 


infanctium 


infantium 


9 


natu 


natui 


natu 


40,20 


servi 


sevi 


servi 


41, 2 


Germaniae 


germanie 


germani? 


45,36 


Suionibus 


Si uonibus 


Suionibus 



i 

If cetera, 29, 14, be left out of account, in none of these cases is there any reason 
for believing that T a either based his corrections on another MS., or introduced his 
own conjectures. The mark over the final letter in cetera bears some resemblance to 
an i, but it is doubtful if it was intended for that letter. The fact has already been 
noticed (cf. p. 5) that the corrections of T 2 were made by the official corrector who 
inserted the titles and paragraph marks, and evidently they represent the correct 
reading of the archetype of T. 

Having reached a conclusion in regard to the corrections in T, we are in a position 
to discuss the relation of T to the other MSS. of the Germania. The errors which T 
shows in common with the leading MSS. BbCc prove that they are all derived from 
the same archetype. The errors common to all five are voces, 3, 7 ; videntur, 3, 7 ; 
ACKITTVPriON, 3, 14; connubiis, 4, 2; distingunt, 6, 10; gale?, 6, 11; nobiles, 8, 7; 
turbae, 11, 12; poenarum, 12, 8; connexis, 16, 5; in animum, 20, 14; victus, 21, 17; 
comis, 21, 18 ; descriptis, 25, 1 ; aboiis, 28, 11 ; Neruli, 28, 16 ; Nubii, 28, 21 ; retulisse, 
31, 7; quicquid, 34, 10; Frisis, 35, 3; nomine, 36, 5; et ipso et ipse, 37, 16; populi 
Romani, 37, 20; vertice, 38, 12; innoxie (inopi§ C), 38, 13; sacrum, 39, 4; adiicit, 39, 
13; habitantur, 39, 14; ea, 40, 10; verborum, 41, 1; peragitur, 42, 6; Gotini, 43, 1; 
Gotinos, 43, 3; alii, 43, 21; Gothones, 43, 28; ministrantur, 44, 4; otiosa, 44, 12; 
deorum, 45, 5; adiicit, 45, 6; Suevorum, 45, 9; tentes, 45, 33; and fines, 46, 1, leaving 
out of account such deviations from the accepted orthography as Suevi, intelligere, and 
the use of e for ae. T, therefore, like all the other extant MSS. of the Germania, 
twenty or more in number, is a descendant of the Hersfeld MS., so-called." This 
MS. was made known to scholars about 1455, and it seems to be proved now beyond 
question that Enoch of Ascoli, who found it in Germany, brought back to Italy the 
MS. itself, and not a copy of it, as had been commonly supposed. 40 

w Whether this MS. came from Hersfeld, Correy, or omnia a Qallis retiisque et panoniis Bheno et danubio 

elsewhere is not a matter of moment in this connection. flam in ib as a Sarmatis dacisqne mutuo metn ant montibns 

4*This point was happily settled bj Sabbadini in the seperatur. cetera occeanus ambit.' Opus est foliorum XII 

RivUta di Filologia, Vol. XXIX (1901), pp. 262-4. Pier Can- to columnellis. Pinit : * Cetera iam fabnlosa helusios et 

dido Decembrio was at the papal court, as Sabbadini oxionas ora hominum Tultusque corpora atque artus fe- 

shows, when Enoch of Ascoli returned from Germany and rarum gerere. quod ego ut incompertum in medium relin- 

thus describes the new MS., in so far as the Germania is Quam.' Utitur autem Cornelius hoc vocabulo * inscientia 1 

concerned: "cornelii taciti liber reperitur Borne Tisus non * Inscitia '". Our extent MSS. in the passage in ques- 

1456 de Origine et situ Germanie. Incipit : ' Germania tion (ch*P* **) nav « insoitia, so that Decembrio seems to be 
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7,16 


aot'TBb 






etCc 


8, 3 


prectun * T B b 






pTQCO Cc 


9, 8 


ei hercolem a/Zer placant 


Bb 




heienlem h martem*T, herculem ac 
martem 


10,17 


hinnitusqae * T B b 






hinnitus c, himnitus C 


20 


istoaBb 






i]]ob*TCc 


22 


explora tur B b 






explorantj TCc 


11, 8 


pertractentur • T B b 






praetractentur Cc 


13 


tamen Bb, tamenf (tantun 


i marg.) T 


com C, turn c 


12, 1 


concilium * T B b 






consilium Cc 


10 


uindicauit B b 






uindicator *TCc 


13, 4 


cum Bb 






tum*TCc 


5 


propinqui * TBb 






propinquus C c 


13 


primus • T B b 






p* C, primum c 


14 


principum cui f TBb 






principium cui C c 


14, 2 


adequare ♦TBb 






equare Cc 


6 


eius am. b, $ B 






eius*TCc 


13 


tuentur B b 

1 loemnt 






tueareJTCc 


16, 4 


longant B, logant b 






locant Cc, locant* (longant marg.) T 


17, 5 


ferunt Bb 






gerunt *TCc 


18,11 


aliquid'TBb 






id C, a' c 


12 


hoc maximum * T B b 






h^c maximum Cc 


19, 9 


inuenerit * T B b 






inuenit C c 


20, 8 


aut • B b 






ac \ T C c 


21, 7 


aliqua B b 






alia*TCc 


22, 1 


enim f T B b 






eCc 


9 


sed et • T B b 






sed Cc 


14 


adhec B b 

11 1 loci 






adhuc * T C c 


15 


ioci B, ioci b 






ioci*TCc 


24, 3 


exercitatio * T B b 






excitatio C c 


25, 2 


ministris B b 






ministeriis * T C c 


4 


nt f T B b 






et Cc 


6 


exequuntur * T B b 






exequantur C c 


9-14 


liberti .... argumentum misplaced 


in proper place * T C c 




Bb 








26, 3 


in uices B, inuicem b, inuices* 


•T 


uices C, uices c 


27, 1 


obserual B, obseruant b 






obseruatur * T C c 


28, 2 


autor B b 






auctorum J T C c 


18 


commigrauerint * T B b 






comigrauerunt C c 


14 


qui B, q b 
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29, 3 


populus 6 b 


populis J T C c 


80, 1 


ulera B b 


ultra* TCc 


5 


acBb 


atque * T C c 


19 


propior * T B b 


propiora C c 


31,15 


uultu»TBb 


cnltn Cc 


33,11 


nihil* TBb 


nilCc { 


34, 1 


Angrinarioe* T B, angrinarioe b 


anguiarios C, anguarioe c 


2 


Thasnarii* T B, tasuarii b 


occasuarii C, Chasudrii c 


3 


FriBu*TBb 


frisi c, frisci C 


10 


magna; B, magnificnm in litura 
(magn tnarg.) fi, magnumf T 


magnificum Cc 


35, 5 


obtenditar* T B, optenditar b 


obtendere C c 


6 


nam Bb 


tarn* TCc 


9 


maloit B, malit corr. from malint b 


malit* TCc 


13 


asaeqartntnr* T B b 


assequantur C o 


36, 8 


fasiBb 


foei*TCc 


37, 1 


sitam*TBb 


sinum C c 


8 


etfTBb 


ac Cc 


8 


Sapiriof T B, S-Japyrio b 

1 ipso 


papirio C c 


38,12 


in solo B, in ipso (solo written above 
fi) b 


in ipso solo* TCc 


12 


religatur* T B b 


ligant Cc 


40, 3 


ac*TBb 


&Cc 


3 


Vensdigni B, Vensdigni (R written 
above V /8) b 


Rendigni* T c, Reudigi C 


7 


Neithum B, neithum (r above i /8) b 


nerthnm C c, Nertum* T 


9 


populis* T B b 


propriis C c 


41, 7 


passim* T B b 


passim et C c 


42, 4 


parata B b 


parta* TCc 


7 


manseref T B b 


manserunt C c 


43, 1 


Buri* T B b 


Burii Cc 


2 


Quadorumque* T B b 


o 

qdornmqne Cc 


7 


gotinif T B b 


Cotini C c 


18 


memorat B b 


memorant* TCc 


44, 1 


ipsef T B, ipsae b 


ipso Cc 


1 


oceanum B b, occeanumf T 


occeano C c 


4 


frontem* T B b 


fronte Cc 


8 


non* T B b 


nee Cc 


45, 2 


cludiqne* T B b 


claudique C c 


4 


ortum Bb 


ortus^TCc 
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45, 5 
9 


formasque* T B b 
abluuntur* T B b 




f ormas C c 

adluuntur C, alluuntur c 


19 

28 


gignat* T B b 
sudant B b 




gignit C c 
sudantur* T C c 


36 
37 


gens B b 

differunt* B b, diffeft T 




gentes* T C c 
diff eruntur C c 


46,11 
25 


figunt B b 
difficilem B b 




finguntJTCc 

difficillimam C c, difficilimam* T 


28 


corpora B b 




et corpora^ T C c 




SUPPLEMENTARY TABLE 


2,25 


etiam B b 




&C, om. Tc 


3, 9 


obiectis T B b 




abiectis c, dictis C 


30, 6 


artus B b, arctus T 




arena C c 


33,10 
35, 6 


urgentibus iam, T B b 
sinuetur B b, sinuetur 


(sinatur 


in urgentibus C c 
sinatur C c 


37,19 
39, 4 


marg.) T 
Marcoquoque or Marcoque 
coquoque b, Marcoque T 

Indis Inuminis 

omnes b, omnes B, ofns 


B, Mar- 

i 

(nomis t 


miquoqne C, M c 
omnia C c 


14 


numis marg.) T 

1 tempore tqmp 

corpora B, corpore b, corpora (tem- 


corpore C c 


43,15 


pore marg.) T 
naharualos T B b 




nacharnalos C c 



Of the 100 cases given in the first table 

T agrees with Bb and gives the correct reading in 47. 
T agrees with Cc and gives the correct reading in 33. 
T agrees with Bb and gives an incorrect reading in 11. 
T agrees with Cc and gives an incorrect reading in 9. 

The trne state of affairs and the significance of these figures will be more apparent 
after an analysis of the instances in which T B b and T C c are respectively in error. 
The text upon which the above calculation is based is that of M&llenhoff, because Mtd- 
lenhoffs edition of the Qermania is the only one which contains a satisfactory critical 
apparatus. During the thirty years, however, which have elapsed since its appearance, 
the reconstruction of the text has made considerable progress, and the present state of 
the investigation is perhaps well represented by Schwyzer's revision (1902) of the 
Schweizer-Sidler text. Let us compare the readings of his text with the eleven cases 
where T B b are in error, and the nine where T C c are in error, when tested by 
MullenhofTs text. 
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29 



TBb 



Schwyzer 



Schwyzer 



5,21 
11,13 
22, 1 
25, 4 
34,10 

37, 8 
8 

42, 7 

43, 7 

44, 1 
1 

4,10 
10,22 
14,13 
20, 3 

28, 2 

29, 3 

45, 4 
46,11 

28 

In only one (37, 8) of the cases of the first group is the reading of T B b adopted, 
while five readings of T C c are admitted into the text. 41 In other words, at three 
points only, (viz., 20, 3; 29, 3; and 46, 28) do the M88. TCc, as over against Bb, fail 
to preserve the reading of Hersfeldensis, and at least two of these cases may readily 
be accepted as independent errors of the copyists of T and C c. 

Let us pass to an examination of the supplementary table on p. 28. At 3, 9 
T is correct and in agreement with B b ; c has misread the first letter, and C has made 
a more serious blunder. At 30, 6 perhaps the archetype of all five MSS. had artus. 
B b neglected the variant, C o accepted c as a correction, and T thought the letter 
above had been omitted. 4 * At 2, 25 B b read etiam, C &, while T and c have neither 



affectatione 




affectione 


tamen B b, tamen (tan turn marg.) T 


turn 


enim 




e 


nt 




et 


magnum T, magnu; B, magnificum 

in litura and magn marg. /3 
et 


magnificum 
et 


Sapirio T B, Sapyrio b 
mansere TBb 




Papirio 
manserunt 


Gotini 




Cotini 


ipe T B, ipsae b 




ipso 


occeanum T, oceanum B b 




oceano 


TCc 






aasueuerunt 




adsueuerunt 


explorant 
tneare 




explorant 
tueare 


ac 




aut 


anctornm 




auctorum 


populis 
ortns 




populus 
ortns 


fingnnt 




figunt 


et corpora 




corpora 



41 Mfdlenhoff himself in later years expressed a prefer- 
ence for three of the T C e readings, via., assueverunt (4, 10), 
explorant (10, 22), and ortns (45, 4) (c/. DcuUche AUertuniM- 
kundc, Vol. IV, pp. 147, 2S2, 506.) He also maintained with 
probability (ibid., p. 81) that "an den beiden letsten Stellen 
(i. c, 28, 2 and 46, 11) stand in A» (». e. Hersfeldensis) ohne 
Zweifel auetoy. nnd figunt nnd in B war dnrch einen glflck- 
lichen Lesefehler sufallig das richtige getroffen." At both 
places, therefore, fingnnt and auctorum of T C c represent a 
purer tradition than figunt and auetor. At 14, 13 he reasoned 
back (pp. 82, 287) to a form tuear, which would naturally 
represent tueare (c/. labor— labore and arar*-arare above.) 



At all six of the points under discussion MullenhofTs later 
conclusions are represented by Schwyser's readings. Of the 
TBb readings he favored et 87, 8; mansere, 42, 7 ; and ipse, 
44, 1 (c/. D. A. % pp. 447, 480, 499). 

*3 Of course the reading in the archetype may have been 

arcus or areas. The tendency of C c to accept all letters 
and words written above the line as corrections, however, 
makes the form assumed in the text more probable. The 
genesis of the form in T would be essentially the same in 
any one of the supposed eases. 
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word. Perhaps the archetype had &, and in writing it C omitted the stroke above the 
symbol, while T and c, independently of one another, overlooked the symbol itself. 
At 33, 10 and 43, 15 T is in agreement with B b, and at 37, 19 that is essentially true, 
although all five MSS. are wrong at these three points. At 35, 6 T has the same 
reading as B b, but offers as a variant the reading found in C c. This may very well 
indicate, as I have attempted to show elsewhere, that the archetype of all five MSS. 
had at this point double readings, of which B b chose one, and C c the other. T offers 
the same reading in the text as all four of the other MSS. at 39, 4 and 39, 14, but, 
with B, as elsewhere, it has retained the variants of the archetype (c/. p. 36). This 
fact does not, of course, show that T is more closely related to B or to B b than it is 
to C c, but only that, like B, it reproduces the archetype in this respect more faithfully 
than the C class does. Of the readings cited in the supplementary table those at 2, 
25 ; 3, 9 ; 30, 6 ; 35, 6 ; 39, 4, and 39, 14 may properly be left out of account for 
the reasons just given. The common errors of T B b at 44 33, 10 ; 37, 19, and 43, 
15 are significant of the fact that T is more closely related to the B class than to the 
C class, but all five of the MSS. are wrong at these three points, and, since at present 
we are considering only those points of difference between the B and O classes where 
the one or the other has the true reading, these three passages must be left out of 
consideration in this connection. This disposes of all the readings cited in the 
supplementary table, and our revised statistics for the passages in which B b and C c 
differ are as follows: 

T agrees with B b and gives the correct reading in 48 cases tf 
T agrees with G c and gives the correct reading in 39 cases 
T agrees with Bb and gives an incorrect reading in 10 cases 
T agrees with C c and gives an incorrect reading in 3 cases 

The meaning which these statistics have for the relation of T to B b and C c is 
perfectly clear. That T is not a simple copy of any member of the Bb family, extant 
or now lost, is evident from the fact that in forty-two of the one hundred cases 
where B b and C c differ it goes with C c. It cannot be copied from any member of 
the C c family because in fifty -eight of the one hundred cases of disagreement between 
B b and C c it shows a different reading from C c. It cannot be a copy of a B b MS. 
with corrections from a C c MS. for this reason : In one hundred cases B b and C c 
differ. In forty-nine of these B b is in error, and yet in thirty-nine of these instances 
the reading in T is correct, agreeing with C c. It is inconceivable that a copyist, or 
a scholar of the fifteenth century, should have been able to choose correctly between 
two different readings in 80 per cent of the cases before him. The case is still 
stronger against the hypothesis that T is a copy of a C c MS. corrected from B b. 
That theory would involve the supposition that the copyist made the right choice in 
94 per cent, of the cases involved, because it would make it necessary for us to believe 

"The errors at two, perhaps at three, of these points « If we accept Mollenhoff's later conclusions, the n> 

go back probably to Hersfeldensis, cf. MOllxnhovf, D. A. % ores for T B b would be 50 and 8 respeetiTely. 
pp. 62, 425, 448, and Taomank, p. 85. 
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that he had selected the correct reading in forty-eight out of fifty-one instances. 
Either of these suppositions is of course inconceivable. For similar reasons it is 
impossible to suppose that T is a copy of a MS. compounded of B b and C c. 

The evidence which is available to disprove the theory that T is a copy of any 
one of the four extant MSS. of the B class or the C class, viz., B, b, C, or c, is still 
fuller. When compared with B, for instance, T shows the correct reading, not only at 
the thirty-nine points where both B and b are in error, but also in other passages {e.g. 
9, 4 ; 21, 14 ; 33, 3 ; 39, 6, and 45, 22) where T and b are correct, while B gives a 
poor reading. Over against b, T gives a true reading, not only at the thirty-nine 
points just mentioned, but also in a large number of cases where B is correct, and b in 
error (e.g. 7, 11 ; 7, 16 ; 15, 6, and 28, 8). Similar facts could easily be given to 
show that T is independent of C or c. From the negative point of view the evidence 
is still stronger in support of the view that T cannot be a copy of any one of the four 
MSS. mentioned. Taking these MSS. one by one, and leaving mere variations in 
spelling out of account, T shows only two of the errors peculiar to B (viz., at 38, 4 
and 39, 4), two peculiar to b (viz., at 6, 12 and 43, 31)," one peculiar to C (viz., at 
5, 12) and two peculiar to c (viz., at 41, 2 and 2, 25). The last one has already been 
discussed (cf p. 29). At 6, 12 varietate was probably a variant reading in Hers- 
feldensis (cf. MOll., D. A., p. 65), which T b have received into the text, rejecting the 
other reading variare. At 43, 31 it is very probable that Lemonii, and not Lemovii, 
is the correct reading (cf. ibid., p. 494). The errors peculiar to B which T shows, viz., 
<J for § <J (38, 4) and eiusdem<} for eiusdem (34, 9), like aut for haud (5, 12) which is 
found only in T and C, " are of frequent occurrence in all MSS., and do not in any 
way weaken the argument. 

Another set of facts may be mentioned in this connection which not only seem to 
show that T is independent of B b C and c, but even suggest that in some cases it is 
closer to the Hersfeld MS. than is any one of the others. In fact, in some of the 
instances to be cited, T seems to show us how to account for the different readings in 
B b and C c, and helps to explain the errors in individual MSS. of these two classes. 
The cases in point are 19, 9, inuenit T, inuenerit Bb, inuenit C c ; 28, 1, auctoy T, 
auctoru Oc, autor B b ; 30, 12 r6e T C, romane Bb, ratione c ; 34, 1, Dulgicubuni 
(dulgibnii marg.) T, dulgitubini b, Dulgibini (dulgitubini above) B, dulgibini C c (cf 
Mull., D. A. t p. 80) ; 39, 4, offis (nomis, numis marg.) T, omnes b, omnes (nols, 
numinis above) B, omnis Cc. The Hersfeld MS. probably had invenit, auctoy, roe, 
and offis, which T has faithfully preserved. In a similar way the copyist of T at 30, 9 
gives in the text occiones, but writes the word in full on the margin. 

The fact may have been noted that the corrector of b (£) has introduced at 
certain points the readings of Cc, and it may be suspected that T is a copy of b made 
after these corrections were inserted, but a comparison of the readings of /3 with those 

<* Mention should be made of 24, 6 and 45, 22, where T « 2, 12 is not cited here because the readings of T and C 

and b of all the MSS. seem to have preserved true read- seem to show merely a difference in spelling, 
ings. It Is hardly probable that they are conjectures. 
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of T shows that this view is untenable. In the last ten chapters of the Germanic^ for 
instance, the following readings disprove this theory : 39, 1, Semones, (Semnones 
marg.) T, Senones £; 39, 4, sacrum T, sacram 0; 43, 12, Legiorum T, ligiorum /3; 
44, 1, occeanum T, oceano fi ; 45, 36, Sitonum T, sithonum b ; 46, 6, mixtos T, 
mistis 0; 46, 26, sunt T, am. b ft. 4 * T must, therefore, be regarded as entirely 
independent of B, b, C, and c. 49 

The figures given on p. 30 show, however, that it is more closely related to B b 
than to C c. It agrees with B b in fifty-eight of the cases under consideration, with 
Cc in forty -two only. It shows the same error as Bb in ten instances, while it fol- 
lows C c into error in three cases only, and all three may be considered independent 
errors of the copyist of T and C c. 

As for the relation that T bears to the two MSS. which make up the B class, 
it may be noted that it has two errors in common with b, but they probably come 
from variant readings in Enoch's MS. (c/. p. 31), while the errors peculiar to T B 
at 38, 4 and 39, 4 (c/. p. 31) scarcely warrant us in assuming any closer relation 
between these two MSS. than exists between T and b. At many points, however, 
(e. g., 2, 9; 7, 16; 8, 10; 12, 7) T and B preserve the true reading, or are nearer the 
archetype than b is. This state of things would seem to indicate that T, or its arche- 
type, bears the same relation to B that it does to the MS. of which b is a copy, i. e., 
Pontanus.™ 

An interesting point of similarity, however, between T and B is brought out by 
comparing the variant readings in the two MSS. They are given in the following 
table: 

M The orthography of a fifteenth-century MS. cannot be manorum* TBb, Marchomanoram C c ; 45, 8, litore* T B b, 

safely used in determining its relation to other MSS. of the littore C c ; 45, 13, hostis* T B b, hostes C c ; 45, 23 precium- 

same period, but for the sake of completeness it may be que Bb, pretiumque* TCc; 45, 27, fecundiora* T B b, 

interesting to know the forms in T at the points where the foecundiora c, foecondiora C ; 46, 7, fedantur Bb, foedan- 

spelling in Bb and Cc differ. There are thirty-nine such tor* TCc. Taking the orthography of MullenhofTs 

They are the following: 1, 9, danubius Bb, Dannu- edition as a standard, in eighteen cases T is correct with 



biusf T, danuuius c, DaBuuius C ; 1, 10, plnris* T B b, plnres B b, in ten with C c : in four instances it is in error with 

Cc;2,14, tris*TBb, tresCc; 2,17, pluris* TBb, pluresCc; Eft), and in six with C c. Tentavimus in 34,8 is left out of 

5, 2, fedaf T B b, foeda C c ; 5, 5, f ecunda* T B b, foecnnda account. In so far as tendencies In spelling are concerned, 

Cc; 5,15, commerciorum B b, commertioram Co, comer- T shows a preference for plural forms in -is (e.0., tris, 

tiorum$T; 5, 21, sequuntur*TBb, seeuntur Cc; 9, 10, con- pluris), and the omission of the aspirate (e. g. coercere, 

secrant* TBb, consacrant Cc; 11, 13, coercendi* TBb, Tencteros). Both of these points are characteristic of B b. 

cohercendiCc; 14,8, ociof TBb, otio Cc; 15, 2, ociumf In the forms of separo (se parent, etc.), and in the choioe 

TBb, otium C c; 16, 5, aediflciis* TB b, hedifitiis C, aedi- of b rather than p in such words as obtinet and subterra- 

fltiis c; 16, 12, supterraneos Bb, sb°t 9 aneos C, subterra- neos it goes with C c. It inclines to C c also in showing a 

neo&t Tc; 16, 13, onerant* TBb, honerant Cc; 17, 7, slight preference for t over c in such words as otium and 

commercia B b, commertia Cc, comertiaj T; 18, 8, delicias* pretium, and in the use of single consonants, but its prac- 

T B b, delitias C c ; 20, 5, deliciis B b, delitiisj T C c ; 20, 20, tice in this respect is not uniform. 

PWCi * ? * «"!? IT £ C ! P n?*m?\ tp 5 ' iT** *± 49 MtUlenhoff has stated his belief (D. A. % pp. 80 f.) in 

y^^ -^^^ 8 ^^^ 00 '^ 7 '^?!^ the independence of the class of MSS. to which it will be 

TBb,cohercereCc; 26, 8, seperent Bb, separenf TCc; T discussion is very brief, 

28,19, seperentur B b, separentur* TCc; 31, 7, preciaBb, .. . * i • v *.v •> 

2- V? *• *™ JTv m A *moV *u * r? and does not seem to me convincing. For these reasons 

^^^Tr^i'lT^^llt^^^ "» subject ha, b^n ordered somewhat fuU, in thi. 



chapter, and along different lines from those followed by 
him. 



thencteros c; 34, 8, tetauimus Bb, tentauimus T C c ; 34, 13, 

sanctiusque* T B b, santiusque Cc; 37, 21, trisque* TBb, 

tresque C c ; 37, 25, ocium B b, otium* T C c ; 38, 3, optinent 

B b, obtineU T C, obtinent c ; 38, 11, caniciem B b, eanitiem* &o This relation is indicated in the stemma on p. 41 

TCc; 41,10, inclytum Bb, inclitum* TCc; 43, 1, marco- 
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TABLE OF VARIANTS 11 



Ed. Muell. 

1. 10 Abnobae 

2, 12 Tuistonem 

4, 5 quamquam 

6 Caerulei 
10 aasuerunt" 

5, 12 perinde 
6, 14 coniuncto 

19 delectoe 

8. 11 Albmnam 

11, 13 torn 

12, 5 crate 

16, 4 locant 

20, 19 gratioeior 

22,15 ioci 

20, 6 praebent 

7 labore 



B 



Arnobe 

Arbone, Arnone 
Tuisconem 

quamquam 

cerulei 

assueuerunt 

perinde 

coniuncto 

delectoe 

Auriniam 
Albmnam or Al- 

briniam 
tamen 
tantum 
crate 

locant 

longant 

gratiosior 

gratior 

ioci 

praestant 
praebent 
laborare 
labore 



w AU the passages are given in which T, B, or b has 
any variant reading. At these points G has no variants, 

odnicto 
and e one only, vis., 6, 14, cuncto. Opposite the reading of 
MollenhoiFs edition, in the proper column, is given the 
reading in the body of the text, and immediately below it 



Arnobe 

Arbonae 

Tristone 

Tuisman 

quamquam 

tanquam 

ceruli 

cerulei 

assuerunt 

assuerint 

perinde 

proinde 

coniuncto 

cuncto 

delectos 
dilectoe 
Auriniam 
Albriniam 

tamen 

crate 

grate 

longant 

locant 

gratiosior 

gratior 

loci 

loci 

prestant 

prebent 

labore 

laborare 



cuncto b 
coniuncto /3 



Auriniam 
Albriniam 



longant (?)b 
locant (3 



ioci 
loci 



laborare 
labof 



the variant. Thus at 2, 12 B has Tristone in the body of the 
text and Tuisman as a variant. The reading of T is given 
in all cases, even when T has no variant. 

n At 4, 10 Schwyser reads adsnevernnt ; MOllenhoff also 
inD.A. 
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28, 9 


Boihaemi 


Boihemi 


Boihemi 
Boijemione 




29, 8 


coilationibufl 


coilationibufl 
collocationibns 


collocationibns 




31, 1 


raro 


raro 
rara 


rara 
raro 




7 


nascendi 


nascendi 
noscendi 


noscendi 
nascendi 




34, 1 


Dulgnbnii 


Dnlgicnbnni 
Dnlgibnii 


Dnlgibini 
Dnlgitnbini 




8 


ilia 


ilia 
iUis 


ilia 




11 


consensimus 


consensimuB 
consueuimus 


consensimns 




35, 6 


sinuetur 


sinuetnr 
sinatur 


sinaetnr 




36, 2 


ac 


et 
ac 


ac 




9 


adversarom 


aduersarum 


aduersarum 


aduersarum 






adusariis 


aduersariis 


aduersariis 


87, 4 


ambitu 


ambitnm 
ambitn 


ambitum 
ambitn 




19 


Gnaeoque 


Marcoqne 


Marcoquoque 
Marcoque 




28 


inde 


inde 
nam 


inde 
nam 




88, 6 


sic 


sicnt 
sic 


sic 




12 


ipso solo 


ipso solo (see col- 
lation) 


solo 
ipso 




16 


ornantnr M 


armantnr 


armantur 


ornantur 






ornantur 


ornantur 


armantur 


39, 1 


Semnones 


Semones 
Semnones 


Semones 
Senones 


Senones 


3 


stato 


statuto 
stato 


stato 




4 


omnes 


offis 

nominis, numinis 


omnes 

nois, numinis 




13 


Semnonum 


Semonnm 
Semnonum 


Semonum 
Sennonum 


Senonum 


MAI 88, 16 Bohwyier reads annantar Mallenhoff also in D. A. 
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39, 14 oorpore 


corpore 


corpore 


corpore 




tempore 


tempore 


torpore 


40, 5 Suardonee 


Suarines 


Suarines 


Suarines b 




Suardones 




Suardones 


41, 2 propior 


propior 


propior 
proprior 




43, 12 Lygiorum 


Legiorum 


Legiorum 
Lygiorum 




14 Helvaeonas 


Heluetonas 


Heluetonas 






Halosionas 


Helueconas 




14 Helisios 


Helisios 


Helysios 

t 
Halisienas 




15 Nahanarvalos 


Nahanarulos 


Nahanarualos 






Naharualos 


Naharualos 




15 religionis 


religionis 
regionis 


religionis 




31 protinus 


protinus 


protenus 
protinus 




45, 5 equorum 


deorum 
eorum 


deorum 




8 Suebici 


Seuici 


Saeuici 






Sueuici 


Sueuici 




19 quaeve 


que ue 
que ue 


que ue 




46, 1 Suebiae 


Sueui$ 


Sueui? 
Sueu? 




1 Peucinorum 


Peucinorum 


Peucinorum 






Peucurorum 


Peucurorum 




27 Oxionas" " 


Oxionas 


Oxionas 






Etionas 


Etionas 





This table brings out the fact that in one noteworthy respect T resembles B more 
than it does any other MS. of the Germania. As has been noted, there are no variant 
readings in C at the points under discussion, and c has one only. Eight are found in 
b, while B and T have thirty -nine and thirty -four respectively. An analysis of these 
cases shows that at ten points the reading in the body of the text and the variant are 
identical in B and T, that at six more (viz., 1, 10; 8, 11; 39, 1; 39, 13; 43, 15, and 
45, 8) they are very similar, and that in four more instances, not counting 34, 1, the 
reading in B is the variant in T and vice versa. At twenty points, therefore, B and 

•*In D.A. MOilenhoff expreeaee a preference for Etlonai. 
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T show the same double readings, and at certain points (e. g. y 31, 7 and 37, 4) double 
readings seem to be reported from no other MSS. than T and B. 

In this connection we are principally concerned with the double readings common 
to T and B, but it will be convenient to discuss here a few of those found in T, which 
do not appear in B. At 11, 13 perhaps the archetype had tn, which would naturally 
be expanded into either tamen or tantum, or if misread tu, into turn, from which the 
further error cu=cum is an easy one to make. On 34, 1 cf. Mall., D. A., p. 62. 
The readings illis and sicut at 34, 8 and 38, 6 are reported nowhere else. The second 
readings sinatur, 35, 6, and regionis, 43, 15, both of which stand in the text of C c, 
were perhaps in the Hersfeld MS., and omitted by B, and possibly, as Mttllenhoff 
thinks (D. A., p. 85), Suardones, 40, 5 was added by Enoch to his MS. after B, or 
the MS. from which B is derived had been copied. 85 

We have just considered some of the instances from the list printed above, where 
B gives one reading only. It may be interesting to analyze briefly the other cases, 
i.e., the cases where B gives a double reading. The facts from this point of view are 
presented in the following conspectus: 

T has double readings; B and T, correct one in text - - - - 8 

T has double readings; B and T, incorrect one in text 7 

T has double readings; T correct in text, B incorrect - 3 

T has double readings; T incorrect in text, B correct 1 

T has double readings; all four readings incorrect .... 2 

T has one reading, correct; B, correct one in text 11 

T has one reading, correct; B, incorrect one in text ... - 3 

T has one reading, incorrect; B, correct one in text 

T has one reading, incorrect; B, incorrect one in text - 1 

Total 56 36 

The faithfulness with which B has recorded variant readings is one of the strong- 
est proofs which we have of the conscientiousness with which that MS. was copied. 
Its accuracy in this respect leads us to trust it in other particulars. In a similar way 
the preservation of a large number of variants in T, some of which are impossible 
readings, like tempore at 39, 14, speaks for the fidelity of the copyist of T. He does 
not deserve the same measure of confidence as the copyist of B, however, for two 
reasons. In the first place, at four points where he has preserved variants, he has 
interchanged the variant and the reading in the text. At least this is the case if we 
accept the authority of B at these points. In the second place, in sixteen places he 
has omitted variants which B has preserved. This omission is only partially offset by 
his possible retention of three variants which the copyist of B overlooked, or did not 
find in the archetype when he made his copy. 

"That Suardones stood as a second reading in the able explanation can be offered for many of them, but in 

archetype was surmised by Waits as early as 1874; cf. the present state of our knowledge of the MSS.it would 

DevUche Verfasrunosgeschichta, Vol. I, p. 516, n. 1. The be hazardous to express a positive opinion about them, 
double readings in Tat 1,10; 29,8; 34,11; 38,2; 39,3; 39,1; 66 The peculiar cases at 34, 1 ; 37, 19, and 38, 12 have been 

39, 13; 43, 14 ; and 45, 19 are not discussed here. A reason- left out of account. 

250 



Fbank Fbost Abbott 37 



The resemblance which exists between T and B in the matter of variant readings 
does not indicate that T is more closely related to B than to b, but only shows that the 
common variants were in the archetype of T and B, and that both MSS. have preserved 
them with similar fidelity. 

Ill 
T AND THE E MANUSCRIPTS 

In the last chapter we reached the negative conclusion that T is independent of 
B b C c, i. e.j of the B and C classes of manuscripts. In this one we shall try to show 
that it is a member of the E class, a conclusion to which reference has already been 
made by way of anticipation (p. 22). Tagmann first recognized the connection 
between Massmann's E (or L), Vat. 2964 (Massmann's Rd), the Nuremberg editions, 
and the Roman edition of 1474," and Mullenhoff established more definitely (D. A., 
pp. 78 ff.) their relation to the other MSS. of the Germania. Mullenhoff secured a 
new collation of Rd, and himself examined R \ For L and N he took the readings of 
Massmann. His conclusion after comparing the four texts is as follows: "Esunter- 
liegt .... keinem bedenken nicht nur die Nurnberger drucke (e 2 ) mit dem in anfang 
und am ende unvollstAndigen Longolianus unter 6in zeichen, sondern damit auch den 
rOmischen druck (e 8 ) und den Vaticanus selbst (17) als 6ine hs. E zusammenzufassen, 
da wesentliche differenzen unter den drei oder vier zeugen allein eintreten, wo die 
gemeinsame quelle doppellesarten hatte, bei denen die abschreiber oder herausgeber 
sich bald so bald so entschieden, die ohnehin geringen und nicht zahlreichen beson- 
derheiten jeder hs. oder jedes druckes aber bei jenem verfahren ohne schaden ver- 
schwinden." (D. A.> p. 79.) A comparison of T with any one of the E MSS. will 
decide, therefore, whether it belongs to that class or not. The comparison can be 
made most satisfactorily with the Nuremberg editions (e 2 ), because, since Mullenhoff 
wrote the sentence quoted above, a complete and accurate collation of them has been 
made by Roediger (c/. D. A., pp. 691 ff .)." The first thirteen chapters will be enough 
for our purpose. 

1, 1 rhaetiiscfe T, rhaetys que e 2 J, II, rhaetis quae III 2 Danubio Te 1 6 rheticay 
Te J 9 Dannubius T, Danubius e 2 10 Arnobe (al arbone al none marg.) T, arnobae e 2 . 

II, 12 Tuiscone Te 2 J, //, Tuistonem e*III 14 conditorisc^ T e 2 16 hermiones 
T e 2 17 plues(j T, plures c^e 2 25 etiam om. T e 2 . 

III, 4 Barditum (Baritu marg.) T, barditum e 2 I, II (d stricken out III) 7 voces 
Te 2 uidentur Te 2 10 Ulixem Te 2 14 ACKITTVPriON T, Acriniprion (acrKi&vpfiop 
III ) e 2 16 monimentacb Te 2 . 

IV, 2 conubiis T, connubys e 2 10 assueverunt T, assueverint e 2 . 

V, 15 comertioy Te 2 20 quoque om. Te 2 21 affectatione T, affectacione e 2 . 

VI, 5 cominus Te 2 10 distingunt Te 2 12 uarietate Te 2 (r over te III) 17 
preliantur Te 2 . 

"TAOMAXif, De Taciti Germanic* Apparatu Critico, "There are three early Nuremberg editions, but after 

pp. 69 f. the first few pages they give exactly the same text. 
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VII, 6 neque Te' 11 fortnna corr. to fortuita T, fortuita e* II, III, fortnna e* I 
16autTe 2 . 

VIII, 9 negligunt T e* 11 Auriniam (Albrunam or Albriniam [ ?] marg.) T, auri- 
niam e* 13 tanquam Te'. 

IX, 3 Herculem & Martem Te 1 8 asBimilare Te s . 

X, 5 fortnitu Te' 22 explorant Te 1 . 

XI, 4 incident Te 9 10 ne iniuasi T, nee iniussi e* 11 c$tuum T, eoetiom e 1 13 
tamen (tanhun marg.) T, tn e*. 

XTT, 7 aacondi Te 1 8 penay. T, poenarom e* 14 adsunt T e*. 

Xm, 1 private Te 2 4 turn] turn T, cum e* pater] ipsi Te' 11 etiam] et & Te 1 
16 semper & Te" 18 caique om. Te 1 . 

In the following list some of the readings characteristic of T are given; i. e.> 
readings not found in MSS. of the B or C classes : 

X, 5 fortuitu Te'e'i? XI, 10 ne iniuasi T, nee iniussi e'e'i? XI, 11 c$tuum T, 
coetium e* e*i| XTTT, 6 semper et T e* e* ti XIV, 9 adolescentum Te* e* ri XVI, 16 popu- 
latio Te'e'if AV111, 19 uiuentes Te'e'if 19 parientes Te'e'ij XX, 7 in ex aucta T, 
in exauta e* (s over ut e* II) if XXV, 6 verberant Te'e 1 XXVLU, 25 collati T e* e*if 
XXXV, 13 iniuriam T e* XXXVH, 10 consulatum] conventum T e* XXXTX, 6 hor- 
rentia Te' XLTT, 8 Trudi Te'if XLV, 19 que ve (vo marg.) T, quae vero e* XLVI, 
16 sola Te'17. That T is a member of the E class, so called, to which these four 
MSS. and early editions belong, is apparent without comment 

It would be hazardous in the present state of our knowledge 9 to attempt to find 
the exact relation which the several members of the E class bear to one another, but 
some general conclusions on this point may be stated with a great deal of confidence. 
We have already noted (p. 36) that the preservation in T of variant readings whose 
presence in Hersfeldensis is attested by B furnishes proof both of the fidelity of the 
copyist of T and of the excellence of the MS. which he followed. The same infer- 
ence has been drawn (p. 31) from the appearance in T of certain abbreviated forms, 
probably taken from the archetype, out of which errors have developed even in our 
best MSS. These a priori considerations are supported, so far as the comparative 
excellence of T and the other members of the E class is concerned, by the presence in 
T of certain words which have been overlooked by the copyists of the other E MSS. ; 
r. g. % 10, 19, sed T, om. e*e*i and 16, 15 et T, am. e\ and by the preservation of the 
true reading in T where e* and the others have gone astray. Cases in point are 2, 21, 
pritni T, pr. enl e\ primi eni e\ primum *; 15, 6, iidem T, iisdem e*; 18, 18, data T, 
parata e\ parata (air data parata marg,) 1; 19, 5, abscisis] abscisis T17, adcisis e 1 , 

*» All *wur*t» eollftttaa of e* has bets given by Bodi- reports Mftlienhoff as announcing after an examination of 

gar, an already iw**vt The readings of T are ante* in chap. K (or L) that it was a direct copy of the Nuremberg edi- 

(I \lt IhU |*t»f « MftUw»h^a examined B» and e» bat did tion, and this statement agrees with the passage quoted 

Mitt imWlnh his iMaialtoi** **»*• «t the readings of B» and above (p. *T) from the Deutsche AUerinmakunde in regard 

1 are given by aUwuwauw* hut a comparison of Massmann*s to et. Complete collations of B« and * are needed, there- 

^rUU^il aiwaralu* K* H and b with the MS& thnm ic l Tc i fore, before the exact relations of the members of the B 

Km led m* fc» tttatrusl «Ke reading* which he reports for class to one another can be determined with certainty. 
»lbe#«m W^* I* *********** O****** 
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adflcisis e s . Still more significant perhaps are the passages where the writing was not 
perfectly legible. In some of these places the original copyist of T has first made a 
mistake, and at once corrected it, whereas in the other E MSS. an error is left uncor- 
rected, e. g., 19, 7, finere corr. to finire T', finuere e a , funere i;; 30, 14, impedite corr. 
to in pedite T 1 , impedite tf. In two other cases T is in error, but is nearer the arche- 
type than the other MSS. These are 20, 7, inexhausta] in exaucta T, inexauta 17, in 
ex auta (s over nt in II) e a , and 37, 8, Papirio] Sapirio T, Sapino e a , Sapiro rj. 

In the matter of doable readings T bears to the other E MSS. a relation very 
similar to that which B bears to b, C, and c. It may be remembered, for instance, 

1 pro 1 prebent 

that we find at 5, 12 perinde B, perinde b, proinde C c ; at 26, 6, prestant B, pbet b, 
praebent c, pstat C. In a similar way T has double readings at a great many points 
where each of the other E MSS. has selected one and omitted the other. Examples 
of this state of things are 20, 19, gratiosior (gratior marg.) T, gratiosior e 2 , gratior 17; 
31, 1, raro (rara marg.) T, rara e 2 , raro 1;; 31, 7, nascendi (noscendi marg.) T, noscendi 
e a , nascendi rj; 34, 1, Dulgicubuni (Dulgibnii marg.) T, Dulgibini e a , Dulgicubuni 1;; 
37, 28, inde (nam marg.) T, inde e*, nam 17; and 39, 14, corpore (tempore marg.) T, 
corpore e 2 , tempore i;. 60 It follows from all these facts that T is not a copy of any one 
of the E MSS., and also that it is one of the best representatives of them. 

It could hardly be expected that many true readings would occur in T which are 
not to be found in either Bb or Cc. The following cases may, however, be men- 
tioned: 19, 5, abscisis] abscisis T, adcisis B, accisis be, accissis C; 20, 6, separet] 

e 

separet T, seperet Be 2 , seg& C, separet c; 30, 1, Hercynio] Hercynio T, Hircynio B, 

e 

hercinio Cc, hircynio b; 37, 19, Mallio] Mallio T, Malio B, Manlio bC, Manilio c; 

m 

39, 1, Semnones] Semones (Semnones marg.) T, Semones (1 Senones above) B, seno- 
nes b, semones Cc, Semnones above c 2 ; 40, 1, Langobardos] Langobardos T, Largo- 

bardos B, logobardos b, longobardos Cc, logobardos (Longobardi marg.) ft; 40, 5, 
Suardones] Suarines (Suardones marg.) T, Suarines BbCc (dones above ines &); 

r 

43, 14, Helisios] Helisios T, Helysios C c, Helysios (1 halisienas above) B, elisios b, 
and apparently Albrunam 61 at 8, 11, which is found in T only. One should mention 
in this connection 45, 22 also, where T b alone seem to have preserved the true read- 
ing, profertur. The real value of the E class lies in the fact, as Mfillenhoff has shown, 
that it casts the deciding vote when B b and C c are at variance, and thus furnishes a 
safe basis for the reconstruction of the text at a rather large number of points. In 
eighty-seven of the one hundred cases where B b and C c offer different readings (cf. 
p. 30) the agreement of E with the one or the other class may be accepted with safety 

•° Incidentally it is interesting to notice that the editor omitted, while the copyist of v chooses the variant, per- 

of e* consistently follows one practice in making a seleo- haps In the belief that it is a correction or a preferable 

tion between the two readings, while the copyist of n reading. 

adopts another method. In e « the reading which is found ei It is possible that the reading in T is Albriniam, but 

in the body of the text in B is selected and the variant is it seemed to me clearly intended for Albrunam. 
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as the determining factor, and in a fair number of these instances a safe decision could 
not be made without the help of E. Such cases, for instance, are 2, 24; 4, 10; 10, 22; 
42, 7; 45, 4; 45, 28. 

IV 

SUMMARY 

The main points developed in the foregoing discussion may be set down briefly 
here. Codex 49, 2 in the chapter library of the cathedral at Toledo contains the Ger- 
mania and Agricola of Tacitus, an oration by Io. Antonius Campanus, a fragment of 
an oration, some of Pliny's Letters, and another oratorical fragment. The scribe was 
M. Angelus Crullus Tuders, who, at the end of the Germania, and again at the end 
of the oration of Antonius, speaks of himself as publicus scriba Fulginii. The sub- 
scription to the Germania bears the date of June 1, 1474; that to the oration of 
Antonius, December 5 of the same year ; while the Agricola, which stands between 
these two works, was in all probability written in the half-year intervening between 
these two dates. 

The MS. of the Germania has variants, thirty-nine in number, written on the 
margin in the hand and ink of the original copyist. There are three different classes 
of corrections, which are usually inserted above the line. Those of the first class, T 1 , 
are made by the original copyist, and correct errors committed by him in following 
the copy before him. The corrections of T a are taken from another MS., perhaps from 
Vindobonensis I, and are to be rejected, except in certain specified cases, where it is 
clear that the correction serves to restore the reading of the archetype of T. The 
scribe whom we have called T 2 also inserted the titles and paragraph marks, and his 
corrections, which are unimportant, come apparently from the archetype of T. 

The MS. T shows the errors common to the four authoritative MSS., B (Vat 
1862), b (Leidensis), C (Vat. 1518), and c (Neapolitanus), and therefore evidently goes 
back, as these MSS. do, to the codex which Enoch- of Ascoli brought into Italy from 
Germany in the fifteenth century. It is, however, independent of any one of the four 
MSS. mentioned above. This conclusion rests upon a number of facta T cannot be 
a simple copy of any one of these MSS., because it is correct at many points where 
each of the others shows a false reading, or has omitted a word. The theory that it 
may have been a copy of one of the B or C MSS., extant or now lost, is likewise 
untenable. At one hundred points or more the readings in B b and C c differ, B b 
showing the true reading at one point, C c at another. At these points T agrees first 
with one group, then with the other, giving a correct text in eighty-seven of the 
instances mentioned. An analysis of these cases shows that, if we regard T aa a copy 
of a Bb MS., with corrections from a CcMS., we must assume that the copyist 
rejected the incorrect readings of B b and selected the true ones in 80 per cent, of the 
cases involved. If we regard T as a copy of a C c MS., with corrections from B b, the 
percentage rises to 94. Neither supposition seems credible. Furthermore, in oer- 
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tain cases T alone of the five MSS. under discussion preserves the reading of the 
archetype. Finally, at a number of points, T seems to be nearer the archetype than 
the others, and to give us the forms out of which errors or divergent readings in the 
others have developed. The independence of T becomes still more apparent if it be 
compared with an individual (extant) MS. of the B or C classes, because to the cases 
where it is correct with B b, while C c is wrong, must be added those where B or b or 
C or c is in error, while T gives the true reading. 

It is more closely related to the B class than to the C class. At points where the 
one is correct and the other incorrect, T, if in error, is in error in almost every case 
with the B MSS. Equally significant are the three cases where the two groups differ, 
and both are wrong. In all these cases T follows B b. The retention of variant read- 
ings in T shows the fidelity of the copyist, and establishes a resemblance between that 
MS. and B, but does not prove that T is more closely related to B than it is to any 
one of the others. 



[Hersjeldensis] 



[Pon 




[HersfeldensiB] 



|Pom 




T belongs to the E class, the independent members of which are Vat. 2964 
(Massmann's Bd), the Nuremberg editions, and the Boman edition of 1474. This 
fact is apparent from the common errors of these four manuscripts and editions. It 
is independent of the other members of its class. The variants show this to be the 
case ; as well as the true readings in T at points where all the others are in error. It 
is perhaps most conclusively shown at the points where the writing in the archetype 
of the E MSS. was not perfectly legible. At several of these points the copyist of T 
first made a mistake and then corrected it, whereas in the other E manuscripts and 
editions the error is left uncorrected. The copyist of T has also retained the double 
readings, which, in most cases, do not appear in the others. In this respect it bears 
the same relation to the other members of the E class that B does to b C c. T is 
therefore independent of the other members of the E group, and is apparently the best 
representative of that class. 

The value of T lies partly in the true readings which it has preserved at points 
where B b C and c are all in error — although no one of these is new — but mainly in 
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the fact that the testimony of the E class settles the reading at the points where B b 
and C c are at variance, and thus places textual criticism at these points on a more 
secure basis. The exact relation of the E MSS. to one another cannot yet be deter- 
mined, since a full collation of one of them is still lacking. Furthermore, it is not certain 
whether B is a direct copy of Enoch's MS. or not. Making a reservation covering 
this point, and merely for the sake of illustrating one of the forms which the relation 
of the E MSS. to one another may take, we may draw alternative stemmata (see the 
preceding page), the difference between the two being that in one it is assumed that a 
MS. intervened between B and Enoch's MS. (Hersfeldensis?), while in the other B is 
regarded as the direct descendant of Enoch's MS., in which case E, the archetype of 
the E MSS., becomes also a direct descendant of Enoch's MS." 

APPENDIX I 
CORRECTIONS TO MttLLENHOFF'S CRITICAL APPARATUS TO THE GERMANIA 

The following corrections in Mfillenhoff's critical apparatus, or additions to it, should be 
made: h y 

I, 6 Renus C; II, 2 ad^tibus C, 11 oplebrat C; V, 1 specie] sp6 C; 9 negaverint] nauigauertt 
B, 18 simplitius C, 21 sec&t w C; VI, 14 urbe (?) corr. in orbe B; IX 8speciem] spdm C, 8 erroris, 
corr. in oris C; X, 9 cphibueat (= prohibuerant sive prohibuerat] C; XI, 8 si costituit C, 14 
priceps C; XII, 13 ex plebe] & ex plebe(& deleto) C; XIII, 1 nichil B, 12 ei 9 eius C, 15 haec] 
hec B, 15 hae] he B; XIV, 2 odmittatui C, 15 inc&i C; XV, 12 n& m& | a| singlis C; XVI, 9 speciem] 
spdm C, 17 ignor&j? (= ignorantur) C; XVII, 8 foeras corr. in feras C, 11 femine B; XVIII, 5 
ambiont" C, 15 admouetur C; XIX, 8 pudicie B; XXI, 10 imodo corr. in modo C; XXVI, 2 
agro C, 11 species] sp§s BC; XXVIII, 7 reiiumque, 21 quidem] q, C, 25 conlocati B; XXX, 14 
quS C, 15 honordt C; XXXI, 11 cede B; XXXIII, 2 Anguiuaros corr. in Anguiuarios C; 
XXXIV, 4 friscis corr. in frisis C; XXXV, 7 pplis C; XXXVI, 3 iocundius B, 4 I potentis 

.tuj 

B, 4 falsi C ; XXXVII, 1 sinum] situ B, 10 consulatum] con B, 13 galig ue C, 16 cedem B, 

_ at 

XXXVIII, 4 <& q, C; XL, 15 sumut B, 18 conuers,ione C; XLII, 1 h°mum duros C; XLIII, 10 

«• 
dirimit C; XLIV, 3 apulsui corr. in appulsui a m. rec. C, 13 sceuiunt corr. in lasciuiunt C; 

XLV, 15 fhertia C, 24 oletS C; XLVI, 2 fonnior& 4-13 domiciliis sunt in plaustro om. C, 13 f&nis 

(= fonniis) C, 28 ferarum C. 

Navigauerit V, 9 in B is a surprising error, and its occurrence may abate a little our confi- 
dence in the accuracy of the copyist of that MS. The -is form in inpotentis 36, 4 is one of the 
characteristic forms in B, if that MS. be compared with Cc. It is interesting to notice that there 
is no variant over qu£ 30, 14 in C. It had seemed strange that the copyist of C, while neglect- 
ing variant readings everywhere else, even where difficult proper names occurred, should have 
inserted one here. For sinum 37, 1 M. reports sinum BCc, situm b. This made it look as if 
situm were an error peculiar to b, and rendered it somewhat difficult to account for the same 
error in E without supposing that one MS. was corrected from the other. It is clear, however, 
now that the error existed in the archetype of the B and E MSS. Pudicie 19, 8 may be added 

•* Brackets inclosing a name or a letter indicate that a MS. is now lost. For a discussion of the relation which T 
bears to B and b respectively c/. p. 32. 

266 



Frank Fbost Abbott 43 



to the list of places (cf. 9, 4; 21, 14 etc.) where B has made a mistake in writing a word of which 
b has preserved the correct form. The fact that the copyist of B first wrote urbe for orbe at 
6, 14 reminds one of the error which was actually committed at 2, 5 by several E MSS. The 

.tain 

most interesting of these new readings is con 37, 10 in B. All of the E MSS. have at this point 
conventum, which evidently came from an incorrect expansion of the abbreviated form which 
the copyist of B has brought over without change into his text. 

APPENDIX II 

NOTES ON A MANUSCRIPT CONTAINING PLINY'S LETTERS 

The Codex, No. 49, 2 in the Chapter Library at Toledo, in which the Oermania of Tacitus is 
found, also contains the Letters of Pliny. They run from folio 66r. to 221 v., and, as already noted 
in my article on the Germania, on folio 221 v. stands the subscription Caii Plinii oratoris atque 
Phylosaphi Dissertissimi epistolarum liber octavus et ultimus explicit foeliciter deo gras, and 
below Finis, Perusie in domo Crispolitorum (?) 1486, AMHN TeW, M. Angelus Tuders. This sub- 
scription led Dr. Wunsch, who was allowed to make only a very few notes on the MS., to the very 
natural conclusion that only Books VIII and IX were given (cf. Classical Review, XIII [1899] 
p. 274). I found, however, on examining it, that the MS. contained Books I-VII and Book IX. 
The first leaf is gone, so that the text begins with an ut solebas, 1, 3, 2. The manuscript does not 
end with an incomplete letter, as Dr. Wunsch thought, but IX, 40 is given in full. The twenty- 
seventh letter of the fourth book is lacking, and the letters are frequently numbered, until we 
reach 100 at V, 6, when the numbers cease. After No. 8 the letters in Book V stand in the order 
21, 15, 10-14, 16-20, 9. The MS. apparently belongs, therefore, to Rett's second group (cf. 
Praef . pp. v-vi), of which the oldest representative is the codex archivii Casinatis of the year 
1429. Manuscripts of this class are freely corrected from the one-hundred-letter collection. 
This accounts for the fact that the letters are numbered up to V, 6. 

I did not have time enough at my disposal to make a complete collation of the MS., but 
I subjoin readings for the first few letters at the beginning and the end of it. The numbers 
refer to the pages and lines of Keil's edition. 

II, 20 aduocaris te om. foelix 21 tempos] temnis est enim om 22 curas] curas et 23 
negocium ocium 24 vigilie in A etiam 27 cepit 28 quod] <| modo] modo j (i deleta) 

Super8criptio Epla 1111 Pli. S Pompeig Celerine socrui S P 

S3 Otriculano (otriculanus in marg.) Carsolano (carsolanus in marg.) 34 vero om. bal- 
neum 36 Plauti dictum in marg. 38 mei] mei te 

III, 1 diverteris 4 servos] suos 6 per se ipsos 

Super8criptio Pli. S. Voconio Rufo S P epla V 10 M.] Marco humilioremque 12 tectiora] 
tet 9 ora 13 aurileni corr. in aruleni 16 cicatrices tigniostum (stigmosum marg.) 17 Senec- 
tionem 18 quidem] <| Mettius Catus meis] eis 19 ego] ego aut 21 qum 25 reminiscebantur 
corr. in reminiscebatur me ipsum 24 v. 13 nitebatur corr. in nitebamur 25 cause Mettii 
26 relegatus a Domitiano 27 sentias Iterum ego (Iterum ego verbis deletis) 29 affuisse 30-1 si 
de hoc .... sentias om. sed in marg. add. 34 quidem esse 38 ergo ex 

IV, 1 mox $ (a deleta) 2 reconcilient corr. in reconciliet venit corr. in pervenit 3 cum] 
qum (qui turn marg.) 5 ferre] perferre 6 a Spurinna] ait Burina 7 porticu] portam (porticu 
marg.) 10 parce] pee (paxa sive para marg.) cui ego dispicies] inqens : quoi disp^iets (dispicies 
marg.) putas 11 decepi corr. in decipi Mauricum] maritum 12 ab exilio] • n • ab exilio 13 
illam corr. in ilium 14 comittem corr. in comitem 17 quod] <| aliqn 18 Ruffo Ruffus 19 
secula corr. in seculi 20 dcm:q 3 21 potuisse] potius se existimare 23 secudi 24 iudicii] 
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studii 25 quor es om. 26 quid] 4 Metti 27 et om. 27 haesitabundus] haesitabundus inquit 
interogavi 28 ut om. 84 Maricus 35 esse om. dwncaealperoy] se diligenter 86 curatur] evitatur 
(amatur marg.) 87 amore fortius concussa] ooncisa (concussa marg.) 

V, 1 ut] ex ut Maritum 2 et] est 8 previdere corr. in providere temtante corr. in tem- 
tandi 4 constabat quia] q 2 equu 

Superscriptio Plinius • S • Comelio Tacito S • P • epla VI 10 ridebis] videbis corr. in 
ridebis ego] ego Plinius 11 et quidem] e<| cepi 12 et quiete om. sed in marg. add. 18erat] 
erant aut (aut deletum est et non in marg. additum est) 14 pugilares 16 agitatione] acogi- 
tatione 18 ipsamque corr. in ipsumque 21 non] non (dum in marg. add.) 22 vale om. 

8uper8criptio Pli • S • Octavo Rudo • S • P • epla VII 26 idem] <| deletum est et idem in 

marg. additum est 27 Iovi Optimo Maximo Homerus v. 29 om. 30 ac renutu] atque rem tu 

tuo voto 82 ex advocationem pr. m. 86 petis (a supra e scripta) id (illud supra id scripto) 

Pagina CXCVI 

Superscripts C • P • S • Paulino Suo S • P • 7 hec 8 a om. 10 nisi te] in me 11 locan- 
dorum] tuscanorum( T) 18 lustro] iusto 14 plerique 16 natum] na putant 16-17 occurrendum 
ergo] occurrendum quoque 17 et] a 4- (= a et ?) est] est q- (= est et ?) 18 locu alioqui] alioqn 
20 iustius] istius redditus 21 acris 28 tentanda 24 non] nom 25 quoque ut] q? i ut (una littera 
ante i erasa est) gaude gratulatione] celebratione 

Superscriptio C • P • S • Saturnio suo S • P • 29 ita ut 30 librorum corr. in librum 31 
cui] qi (= quoi) 

Superscriptio GPS Mustio S • P • 86 haruspicam monitu om. reficiendam ceteris 

CXCVII, 1 et in maius om. cum sit] quom scit 2 aliquid stato] quu statio 8 magnus] 
magis popule corr. in populi 5 ergo om. 5-6 religioseque] religio seq, 6 aedem] eande 
extrusero 7 aede corr. in aedi has om. 8 quattuor] cui or quoius 9 parentes corr. in parietes 
10 vel faciendum] faciundum vel emendum om. 11-12 vetustate sui partibus 13 istinc esse] 
e • incesse 14 rationem corr. in ratione loci om. possum 15 circumdare templo] Tito Livio 
templi] temporali abruptissimis] ablutissimis 16 ripibus corr. in ripis pratum] templum pratu 
(templum deleto) 17-18 ipsum .... melius om. 18 invenies 

Superscriptio C • P • S • Fusco • S • P 25 permutem] permulto corr. in permutet 27 post] 

post cena 28 iam non 31 nunc] no ver et autumnum quae] vere tantum nun% 32 hiemem] 
hiemem statim mediam ita] la 
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THE INTRODUCTION OF COMEDY INTO THE CITY 

DIONYSIA 

A CHRONOLOGICAL STUDY IN GREEK LITERARY HISTORY 

Edward Capps 

Aristotle's brief statement in the fifth chapter of the Poetics, /cal yelp x°P° v 
tca>fi<p$Q)v 0^4 irorc 6 apyvv e&cotcev, has proved a veritable will-o'-the-wisp to students of 
Attic comedy, alluring by the apparently clear and well-defined light of a definite 
epoch date, 6 apyvv $S<o/c€v, but at the same time perplexing and baffling the eager 
searcher by the vague and flickering b>^4 itotc. And many are the victims who have 
been led into the bog. There have been those who have attributed the indefiniteness 
of the statement to a lack of definite knowledge on the part of the writer. Others, 
unwilling to credit Aristotle with ignorance on a matter of literary history to which he 
alludes in this manner, assume that the fault lies in the brevity and condensation of 
the utterance, and proceed to explain in precise terms what the oracle meant to say. 
But there is still another way of looking at the matter. I am inclined to think that, for 
the public which he addressed, there was no vagueness or uncertainty in these words. 
Had it suited the writer's purpose he could have added M rod Selpos apxovros and could 
have given, approximately at least, the number of years in the interval oty4 irore; but 
he was writing for those who knew, for whom such learned commentary, for which 
we moderns have invented the footnote just to show that we know, would have merely 
encumbered the argument. The trouble with most interpreters has been, partly the 
lack of the evidence upon which Aristotle based his assertion (and for this they are, 
of course, not responsible), partly the failure to recognize the nature of this evidence, 
and partly a natural proneness to wrench such evidence as we have had so as to 
make it fit a preconceived opinion as to the degree of lateness required to justify 
Aristotle's phrase. 

It is not my purpose in this paper to launch a new hypothesis nor to indulge in 
speculations concerning the early history of Attic comedy, but to endeavor to recover 
from material which Aristotle must have used an important date in this history, a 
date which Aristotle himself evidently regarded as an epoch date — the official recogni- 
tion of comedy by the state through its acceptance upon the programmes of the festivals 
of Dionysus. Many attempts have been made by others to determine, precisely or 
approximately, the time of this occurrence. The evidence which I shall employ has 
been known and used, with a greater or less realization of its significance, for more 
than a quarter of a century. But no one, in my opinion, has yet reached a conclusion, 
based upon this evidence, which is demonstrably correct, or which either harmonizes 
Aristotle with the other evidence, presumably possessed by him, or explains satisfac- 
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torily the existence of testimony apparently at variance with him. I believe that 
Aristotle's information about the early Attic comedy down to the time of published 
texts of the plays was derived wholly from the official records of the Athenian dramatic 
contests. Fragments of a copy of these records are still extant. By a new reconstruc- 
tion of these fragments I hope to be able to get considerably nearer the epoch date of 
comedy, so much nearer that Aristotle and the other literary authorities will be put 
beyond the possibility of misinterpretation or distrust. That we may approach the 
new evidence free from the current misconceptions relative to these, it will be necessary 
first of all to review the much-disputed passages referred to. 

Lest the title chosen for this study lead to a misunderstanding, I must explain at 
the outset that I do not believe that 6 apx<ov contains a reference to the City Diony- 
sia. We have every reason to believe that the administration of both festivals was 
essentially the same so far as the method of accepting a play, x°P° v ^Sovai top apyovra, 
is concerned, though different archons had the responsibility for the contests at each 
festival. In view of the general form in which Aristotle's statement is cast, it would 
therefore be rash to assume that he had in mind the first archon as opposed to the 
second. Other reasons for this opinion will be given at the proper time; for the 
present let it suffice to state that I have specified the City Dionysia in the title only 
because the inscriptional evidence, by means of which I hope to arrive at the epoch date, 
has reference to this festival alone. 

ARISTOTLE AND THE LITERARY EVIDENCE 

1. Epicharmus, Chionides, and Magnes. — In the third chapter of the Poetics 
Aristotle presents briefly the grounds upon which the Dorians disputed with the Athe- 
nians the distinction of having first brought comedy to the position of a recognized 
branch of literature. "The Megarians of Sicily claim it," he says, u on the ground that 
from Megara Hyblaea came Epicharmus, who was much earlier than Chionides and 
Magnes." 1 Chionides and Magnes, according to this, are the two poets who best 
represent the claims of Athens. They are grouped together as belonging to the same 
period. They must be considered the earliest Athenian comic poets of prominence, 
the first who stood out as representatives of a comedy justly entitled to the name, 
though not necessarily the earliest persons whose names were still remembered as 
having had a part in the new movement. The assertion of Epicharmus's priority is 
put into the mouth of the Megarians, but Aristotle apparently accepts it as true. 1 His 
priority is, of course, not simply that of birth, for that alone would not have justified 

i Poetics, 1448a, 82 : «<u oi U ZuccXiac (avriwoiovvrau rfc the interests of Attie comedy, as Wilamowitz seems to 

tcmntftiat), UtlOtv yap $r 'Evi'xoppof & voufnfc, *oAA<p «-p6repo« think. Aristotle frankly assigns to him the credit of intro- 

*»* Xiwrtiou ««u Mayvirrot. during the plot (Poetics, 5), and Plato (Thecet., 152) places 

2SusEMiHL, "De Aristotele primordiisque comoediae him by the side of Homer. Denis seems to have had no 

Atticae," Revue de philologie, Vol. XIX (1895), p. 197, main- predecessors or followers in the view upon which he in- 

tains that this statement is Aristotle's own. It was cer- sists, that «>AA«? »p4r«po« is an exaggeration of the . 

tainly not repudiated by him. There is no evidence of a Megarians, and not sanctioned by Aristotle; cf. La comtdie 

disposition in Aristotle's day to belittle Epicharmus in grecquc, p. 81, note and p. 116 note 8. 
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the pretensions of the Megarians, bat of achievement. If the argument of the 
Megarians had any weight whatever, Epicharmus most have achieved a reputation 
among them considerably before Chionides and Magnes became prominent at Athens. 3 

Now we have a number of notices which help to establish the chronology of 
Epicharmus. The exceptionally well-informed Anonymous irepl /cu/upSta? II Kaibel * 
places his floruit (yfyove) in the 73d Olympiad, 488-5. Suidas 5 is more explicit, say- 
ing that he was active as a poet at Syracuse " six years before the Persian Wars," i. e., 
in 486, at a time when certain other poets were active at Athens. The Parian Marble 6 
synchronizes Epicharmus with Hieron (regn. 478-467), as do Timaeus, 7 Plutarch, 8 and 
others.* Add the fact that his NcUroi was brought out after 477/6, 10 and the statement 
of Diogenes 11 that he lived to be ninety years old, and we have all that is recorded 
about the Sicilian poet's life without having recourse to combinations. For such 
combinations the most important facts, for our present purpose, are (1) the destruction 
of Megara Hyblaea by Gelon shortly after his accession, ca. 483 ; according to this, 
Suidas could not be far wrong in dating the poet's migration to the capital in the year 
486 ; and (2) the statement of Suidas 13 that Deinolochus, son or pupil of Epicharmus, 
flourished in the 73d Olympiad. 18 Whether son or pupil, he must have been consider- 
ably younger than Epicharmus. 

Regarding Chionides and Magnes, on the other hand, we have just two notices 
outside of Aristotle. Of the former Suidas 14 speaks as the irpomayapurrr^ rip apxa(a<; 
KMfjupSfa*, and says that he was producing plays in 488. The first part of the notice 

3 Popfelrkutbb's interpretation, " Epicharmus multo mation could have been derived only from the official rec- 

ante Magnetem et Chionidem comoedias §cribere coepit" ords. Neither the names of Phrynichus or Aeschylus, which 

is in the right direction, although I think Aristotle's idea preceded Euetes in the didascalic records, nor those of 

would have been better expressed by the phrase of the Polyphrasmon or ... . irtot, which followed, would have 

chronographers, iytmpi&To, clarut habctur; cf. De comoe- expressed so precisely the desired synchronism with Epi- 

diae Atticae primordiis, p. 17, note. charmus's residence in Syracuse as does that of Euetes. 

* Com. Qraec.frag., VoL I, p. 7 : xporotc W y4yor< cari rijr « V. 71 : «4' •* 'Upmv IvfxiKovvmv irvp+rvuvvtv, try HHIIIII, 
•y' ©AvjuruiA*. £pxorro« 'Atyapri Xawot (472/1). V W «al 'Bvigflwiof 6 irotijrin 

* fiT. v. 'Erixappof - V « wab ruv U*pvut*¥ i-rn f IiMvk*v "* t * ™vt°"* 

iv Ivfumowrw iv Si 'AOjvau* Eufop xai Evtcmdip «ai M uAAot t Quoted by Clement of Alexandria, Strom., I, p. 355. 

*rt*e«rv»To. For many years these three persons were re- g ApophtK., 175 C ; Quomodo quit adulat. distinc, 68 A. 

garded either as comic poets or as fabrications. But now a T ~ „ ^ „ - -. , T 00 _ 

°, , „ . . . , j^l fs.ms.-x s. s. s. *I n Kaibkl, Com. Grace, frao., Vol. I, p. 88, 5. 

that Euetes is found in the list of tragic poets next to J ^ * * v 

Aeschylus (CIA II, 977a), the fact is recognised that ,0 Bobckh ad Pind., Pyth., II. 

8uidas does not say that they are comic poets. Myllus, " VIII, 8, 8. [Lucian], Macrob., 25, gives 97. 

however, seems clearly to be due to a misapprehension— a 115, „. Aci*JAox<* • ««*mi*2k $r iw\ -n* ny' oAvpviaJot, vib% 

comic character for a comic poet; but the name Euxenides 'Evtxoppov, m 64 nm, m<i0t>t?*. 

may well be right. The author of the statement was there- .._ „ . . „ . , M _, ^ «. . . 

fore not an unscrupulous champion of the claims of Athens "l"™*' Le6e ! 1 T Schnften de* Cftoer. Epicharmot, 

to the «vp«m of comedy, as Wiimmowitz thought (Hermes, P- M ' flndfl * f suspicious circumstance that Suidas groups 

Vol. IX (1875), p. 341), who stupidly invented some names in *> man /. ^I" JTV^V™* S^l*?' i™ A "' C an , d 

Ei- in order to carry Attic comedy back to Epicharmus. three S icillan <the *""* ^ ^ormia). But Aristotle 

Now that we have Euetes, we see the danger in this argu- hlmself ■"W to ™ of the e *? h ' "***?*< a ° d Suida8 does 

ment ; for we chance to know the names of just eleven not stat J' as we , have ***»< that the 1 oth | er three are comic 

comic poets whose names begin in EA- ! f~* Lobenz's suspicion, which is due to Mkineke s 

We may add that the chance discovery of Euetes in the M*™*. ***. f *' to vitiate what would otherwise be the 

official lists of victors-an obscure poet whose name is never B * nest dufl ?^ 1 we haTe of the relatlon8 of Chlonldos and 

mentioned elsewhere, who won only one victory at the Dio. M** 116 * to Epicharmus. 

nysia — and in a position that tallies with remarkable accu- >*Sf. v. Xu»vi6m* . . . . bv «ai Xiyowt vpttraywrtoTiir ytwi- 

racy with the date assigned by Suidas, goes far to vindicate o*at rfc apxaia? ku#m«^^» Waaicctr 6* irtaiv Uri$ wpb vwr 

the trustworthiness of the source of Suidas. Such infor- Tl<pvi*:*v t i. e., in 489/8, 488/7, or 487/6. 
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is merely a deduction from Aristotle's third chapter; the latter part, considered by 
itself, is strongly suggestive of the language of the didascali®, XtfwtSq? iS&aa/cev — the 
more so now that we know for a certainty that the hitherto suspected notice which 
mentions Euetes was derived from such a source. The notice in Suidas about 
Magnes 15 seems to be nothing but a weak echo of the iroXkip irpdrepos of Aristotle. Apart 
from this and the two inscriptions which mention his name we have only the combi- 
nation set up by Meineke 16 on the basis of Aristophanes' s Knights, 524, from which the 
safe inference is drawn that Magnes was dead at the time of the production of this 
play, in 425, and that he died in old age. But by this combination we can only arrive 
at about the year 465 as the latest time at which the poet may have entered upon his 
dramatic career." 

Now if we select from among these notices the most significant, having regard to 
the dates alone and not to the events underlying the dates, and compare them with 
the statement of Aristotle, we at once detect an apparent contradiction: Epicharmus 
488-485 (Anon., Suid.), Chionides 488 (Suid.), but 'Ett/^PAW ttoXXoj irpthepos Xuovthov 
(Arist). Meineke was the first, I believe, to find a difficulty here, but he has had a 
long line of successors. Those who assume, as he did, that the earliest date given for 
Epicharmus is to be regarded as the epoch date on which Aristotle's ttoXXoj irpdrepos 
was based, have been obliged either (1) to reject the date of Chionides given by 
Suidas, or (2) to discredit the text of Aristotle, or, finally, (3) to invent some expla- 
nation by which the appearance of Chionides in 488 will not count in the comparison 
set up by Aristotle. 18 The prevalent view today is that of Meineke, who placed 

ift& r. Hdyw c*tj3«AAet «* 'Evixoppv •'•o* »pe<r0vTfl. comic poets in the 73d Olympiad. Wilamowttz, u Die 

UHUtoria critica comicorum Grace arum, pp. 29 ff. megarische KomOdie," Hermes, Vol. IX (1875), pp. 340 ff., 

denounces any attempt to combine Suidas with Aristotle as 

"Mkinmb, it is true, places his floruit, not the begin- n^^ Unkritik," for the source of Suidas was an unscni- 

ning of his career, ca. Olymp. 80 (460-457), and has been fol- pu i us champion of the claims of Attic comedy against the 

lowed in this by almost everyone since. But there is noth- Sicilian. This view is reasserted in "Die Buhne des 

ing in Aristophanes that suggests that Magnes's failure Aischylos," Hcrma, Vol. XXI (1886), p. 613, and is taken for 

was a quite recent event ; he may have been dead a decade granted in HomerUche Untertuchunoen (1884), p. 248, note 

or more. And Meineke's calculation is based upon the ^ and ^ tne jjeraWet, Vol. I (1889), p. 5a Leo, " Ein 

assumption of a life of only sixty years, though Aristo- 8ieg des Magnes," Rhein. Mm., Vol. XXXIII (1878), pp. 199 

phanes seems rather to emphasise his advanced age: «»i ff> kaibei,, Pauly-Wissowa Realencyclopadie, s. v. Chion- 

ynP*K. ow yip if n£n*, it*fi*i*i *p«rfivnfi ir. These uncertain idos (1899) . The error of Suidas can be explained only on 

data could therefore readily be reconciled with a floruit tne assumption that the passage in Aristotle was carelessly 

(40 years) before 460, birth before 500. Brincb, Itucrip- readl Kirchner, Pnmopographia Attica, •. w. Xmm*<* 

lionet Oraecac ad chortgiam pcrttnentet, p. 170, places his and M»yn>* : The Suidas notice is omitted altogether from 

birth ca. 496. the testimonia on Chionides. 

i*It may be of interest to name the principal repre- (2) Meineke objected to Grysab's chronology on the 

sentatives of each of these three groups. The following ground that it placed Epicharmus oAtyy, not iroAAy, *p6rcpot. 

lint is by no means exhaustive : This seems to have led Cboiset and others to approve of 

(1) Meineke, Hist. crit. (1839), p. 27: if Suidas «. v. the textual change; c/. HUtoire de la UtUratnre grecque, 

Xitmftip in right, Chionides would be earlier than MyUus, Vol. Ill * (1899), p. 433, note 2. I have already referred to the 

etc. But Aristotle regards Chionides and Magnes as the view of Denis, whose interpretation amounts to a textual 

carl lout iKMttM of literary comedy in Attica. Bernhardt, change. It is hard to see what Beloch would do with the 

OrunttriM tter gricchiscken Litteratur, Th. II (1845), pp. 942, Aristotle passage, for he thinks that Epicharmus was very 

U4A and (id Suid. «. r. Xtwrttoft. Lobemz, Leben und Schriften young when he came to Syracuse and that he lived many 

dr§ (tors Kpichanm* (1864), pp. 52 ff. Lorens was years after Hieron; c/. Oriechische Gefchichte, Vol. I, p. 

tuflutiiiMHl to abandon the altogether reasonable explana- 577, note 1. 

Unit, which he works out in detail, by Meineke 's objection (3) Haioh, ^4ttic Theatre* (1896), pp. 30 f M 41, assumes 

entiwiritltiir Myllu*. Kuotox, etc.. and by the suspicious cir- that there were regular contests under state auspices as 

miiusUinw that Huidas groups three Sicilian and five Attic early as 487, believing so exact a statement as that of Suidas 
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the floruit of Epicharmus in the 73d Olympiad, that of Chionides and Magnes in 
the 80th. 

Much as we may admire the ingenuity displayed by some of the greatest scholars 
of our time in getting rid of the contradiction which they have felt between Suidas and 
Aristotle — from Meineke's quiet rejection of the troublesome notice, to Wilamowitz's 
sleuth-like detection of the forger, and Kaibel's gentle correction of a bit of carelessness 
in translation — on sober reflection it seems well-nigh incredible, and by no means 
creditable to our modern scholarship, that any difficulty should have been found, in the 
first place, in the straightforward notices with which we are dealing, and that the error 
in reasoning should have persisted so long, especially since there have not been wanting 
all these years a few scholars who have found no difficulties in the way of a natural 
and satisfactory interpretation. I refer particularly to F. A. Wolf, Clinton, and Bergk. 19 
The trouble has been, mainly, the failure to recognize the absolute necessity of 
assuming, from the words of Aristotle, that Epicharmus was a Megarian and first won 
distinction at Megara." Aristotle was speaking only of the claims of the Dorians, and 
Syracuse 91 would have suited his argument as well as Megara; he would scarcely have 
gone out of his way to mention the Megarians had not the literary comedy of the 
Sicilians originated among them." The second source of the prevalent error has been 
the mechanical and somewhat unintelligent use of the data furnished by the chronog- 
raphers. Anonymous uses the term ydyope, which often is the equivalent of ijtf/iafero. 28 
Now it is a familiar fact that the a/cpi) of a person was preferably fixed with reference to 
some important event in his career (iyva>p%€To) — e. g., Solon's by his legislation — though 
more frequently by reference to persons or events in a general way contemporary — e. g., 
so many years before the Persian Wars. We are fortunate in the case of Epicharmus 
in that Suidas records the fact which determined the 73d Olympiad as an epoch 

9. v. Xum'&p trustworthy. But he inclines to the opinion p. 24, note 15. Grysar, De Doriensium comoedia (1828), 

that his exhibitions were at the Lenaea. Bergk at one time seems to have perceived the correct relationship of the 

held a similar view, but he was at least logical, holding that three poets, but to have aimed at too great precision as to 

these early productions at the Lenaea were unofficial, repre- dates, c. p., fixing Epicharmus's first exhibition in the year 

senting the crude stage of comedy which Aristotle passed 494-3. I have not been able to see this work, 
over as unliterary ; cf. *• Verzeichnisse der Siege dram at- 20 a point properly emphasised again by Poppelbktjtbb, 

ischer Dichter in Athen," Rhein. Afua., Vol. XXXIV (1879), De comoediae AUicae primordiU (Berlin, 1893), p. 17, note, 
p. 320. He later abandoned this view, which rested upon a si sj nce Epicharmus became a Syracusan, it is not sur- 

strange misconception of the status of the dramatic exhi- prising that nothing is said by the Syracusans themselves 

bitions at the two festivals, in favor of a natural interpre- aDout n i s and comedy's Megarian origin ; cf. the epigrams 

tation both of Aristotle and of the other notices; Oriech. fa n U honor, one by Theocritus, the other quoted by Diog. 

LitteraturocBch., Vol. IV (1887, posthumous), pp. 24, 46. Laert., VIII, 3; or that some one should have said of him 

w Wolf, Prolegomena ad Homerwn (1796), p. 89, note 34 (apudSuidam),* e&pe r*r *»pv*i*vi*lvi>aKov9*i< 0*1**6?^. 
(quoted by Lorenz) : •* Utrumqne <i. e.. Chionidem et Mag- » It is hard to see how Bkrnhardy's assertion that the 

netem ) autem pluribus annis praegressa est comoedia Grae- claim rested " bloss anf seine Personlichkeit " can be recon- 

coram Siciliensium, ab Ephicharmo, si nutus veterum recte ciled with Aristotle, even if we reject the notice of Suidas 

assequor, pertcripta iam ante OelonU tyrannidem." Clin- on Chionides ; cf. Orundr. d. griech. LitL, Th. II, p. 902. 
ton, Fasti Hellenici (1827), Vol. II, tub an. 500: "Epicharmus ** Bohde concludes, as the result of his valuable study, 

perfected comedy in Sicily long before Chionides exhibited " Ttyov* in der Biographica des Suidas," Rhein. Mu$. % N F., 

at Athens, and continued to exhibit comedy in the reign of XXXIII (1878), p. 165: " In der ungeheueren Mehrzahl der 

Hiero; " sub an. 487 : " Chionides first exhibits." Bbsok, Falle Suidas beseichnet (by y+yovt) nicht das Geburtsjahr, 

Oriech. Litter aturgesch., Vol. IV, p. 24 : " Epicharmos hatte sondern die Zeit in welche der wichtigste Theil des Lebens 

damals (at his removal to Syracuse) wohl bereits die eines Schriftstellers fa lit." The usage of Suidas may be 

8chwelle des Oreisenalters erreicht, und sich als Lustspiel- assumed for Anonymous, for the meaning tytvrlfa is of 

dichter einen allgemein geachteten Namen erworben ; " cf. course excluded. 
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date — ty SiSdaKtov h> ^LvpaKovaats. This in turn was known, not by the existence 
of didascalic records from Syracuse — the source of such notices concerning Athenian 
poets — but because the destruction of Megara occurred ca. 483, before which time 
Epicharmus must have taken up his residence at the Sicilian capital* 4 Another 
epoch date of Epicharmus, 472, is known from the Parian Marble, and it is just as 
good as the other, though we do not know just the event which determined it. In fact, 
the chronographers give, if they can, no less than four epoch dates for each great 
dramatic poet — birth, first appearance, first victory, and death — and as many others 
as the peculiar circumstances of the subject suggest. It is an obvious error in method, 
therefore, to seize upon one particular epoch date in the life of Epicharmus, assume 
that it is a fixed point in his life, like his birth date, assume further that it is the 
epoch which formed the point of departure for Aristotle's iroXX^ irp6r€po<;, and to make 
the chronology of Chionides and Magnes square with these assumptions. In fact, with 
Aristotle's reference to the Megarians and Suidas's notice about Chionides to guide us, 
and in default of contradictory evidence, we must accept the sane and convincing con- 
clusion of Bergk: "Alle drei sind Zeitgenossen; nur geht Epicharmos an Jahren wie 
an Werken voran." 26 

2. The beginning of the official records. — The way is now prepared for the con- 
sideration of the passage from the fifth chapter of the Poetics, quoted at the beginning 
of this paper, in the light of its context. We shall learn from it to appreciate the full 
significance of the first granting of a comic chorus by the archon, the reason why so 
much importance is attached to the exact time of the activity of Chionides and Magnes, 
and why a solution so simple as that outlined above has, through the influence of 
ty4 itot€, been felt to be unsatisfactory by a majority of scholars. 

After having discussed in the preceding chapter the important changes through 
which tragedy had passed before reaching maturity, Aristotle proceeds to comedy: 2 * 

Though the various steps in the development of tragedy, and the persons responsible for 
them, are still remembered, yet in the case of comedy, since no attention was paid to it at the 
beginning, they have been forgotten. For it was not until a relatively late time that the 
archon granted a chorus of comic performers. Before that time they had volunteered their 
services. 27 And comedy had already taken on a more or less definite form at the time when the poets 

"This is generally agreed upon ; the difference in gopcvroi, have failed to recognise the generic term in the 

opinion is as to his age at the time; and Aristotle ought to formal phrase xopb? «»M«f**>»', familiar enough in such 

settle that. phrases as toic rpaymioU, " at the time of the tragic per- 

»OHeca.I*ttcratur»«ca M Vol.IV,p.24,noU15. formers." The person to whom the archon granted a 

chorus was the otftaoiraAof . All who were trained by him 

»H4*»,35: « *** olv rifc rp^ou* M «rafl<£<r«t« «al tc &r „ m Kttlltf hi. The didascalus was himself one of the 

iyivovro ov A*****", i, &i *»,i^ia S.a to ^ <nrovW£««r*at i£ ^^ in the ear i y ^^^ The distinction between actors 

apxfa iKa0€w. «ai Y Ap xopbr «« M <r^ b+4 »ot« b ap X ~v «•«*, ^ chorug in ^^ tragedy and comedy was relatively late. 

iAA* ^.AoKToi tw. ifir, ft ox**** nr* *irnj* i K ovcnt oi Aristotle can use v»o«p4ra4 for ail who engage in a dramatic 

A«y6M«voi«vTii^ot^«iM^owiJoKTat. «'« a*»poa»*a <Lrtfe««r performance; c/ . Foet%% 14596| 26, and Flickingkb, 

ft wp6)*yov * »A**, v»o«piT»r «al fea rocaura, ^t^rat. rb «1 „ The Meaning D f hti rfc a^v* in Writers of the Fourth 

mv«ov« jrom, *E** x «ffiof -roi Wom*. rb tf, if i PX ^ i* X«c«At«* Century," Decennial Publications of the University of Cftt- 

«A* V rmw tt A*,***, Koin* woiro* fo*«v <ty4i«rof rfc iatifiucfc cagQi p^ ^^ VoL ^ p# ia The auggesiion oi xopi?yoi 

tftac «aMAov »om* Ad>ov« «ai M v«ov*. (Stahb, Susbmihl) overlooks the fact that the choregia 

27 That is, oi «ttpy&H, all who took part in the presenta- was a democratic institution, not antedating the reforms 

tion of a «MMv*ia. Those who have assumed a constructio ad of Cleisthenes. But surely there were comic effcAorroi be- 

tcnsum, understanding, as subject of ^<rav, oi xopifyol or oi fore then. 
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mentioned are recorded. But no one knows who was responsible for Tp&rtm, prologue, number 
of actors, etc. Crates was the first Athenian to give up the tatf^ iMa and to use consistent plots, 
following the example of the Sicilians, Epicharmus and Phormis. 2 * 

In this passage Aristotle confines himself to Attic comedy, shaping his account of 
it by the account just given of Attic tragedy. He knows certain important facts in the 
history of tragedy which he cannot give for comedy, and explains the reasons for his 
ignorance. We must assume that these reasons were satisfactory to his Athenian 
hearers, i. e., that they really explained both his accurate knowledge of tragedy, on 
the one hand, and, on the other, his ignorance of comedy down to a certain point, and 
his better information after that time. We should therefore be able, by inquiring 
closely into the matters concerning which he is well informed, to ascertain the full 
significance of the reasons assigned for his ignorance. 

All are agreed that oi Xeydpepoi iroirjral must mean Chionides and Magnes* — the 
poets whose very names stood for a certain well-defined stage in the development of 
comedy, for the first real Attic comedy. But what is the meaning of fAvripovcvovrcu? 
Does it refer simply to an oral tradition — "erw&hnt werden," "on commence h 
nommer"?* Or is it an allusion to fM^fiara of some kind, readily understood by the 
Athenian? Observe that a definite point of time is suggested by the occurrence of 
the names of these two poets. They were either "mentioned" with reference to certain 
datable events, or "recorded" under a specific year or period. Were others mentioned 
or recorded before them, or were theirs the earliest names? The answer to these 
questions depends upon the settlement of certain other questions first. 

It is clear that the granting of a comic chorus by the archon was an outward sign 
that the period of indifference (ovk iairovhd^ero) with respect to comedy was then at 
an end, so far as the state was concerned. Did Aristotle from that time on have com- 
plete knowledge of the development of comedy ? If so, why does he not frankly state 
that at this time comedy had passed through such and such stages of those mentioned 
in the account of tragedy, instead of employing the vague phrase (ryr\iLard nva? Of 
course, after the state recognition of comedy the official didascalic records were avail- 
as in view of the vast influence which the views of Wil- setct hatten. Denn Niemand wisse, wer die Prologe," etc 
amowitz have exercised in the interpretation of this pas- He then sums up as follows: "Also: erst gibt es die 
sage, I append his paraphrase of the passage in full. And Acy«5pt pot vonp-cu, dann erhalt die Komodie die Staatseon- 
I may take this opportunity to acknowledge my own in- cession, dann ist sie iambisch, .... dann koramt K rates." 
debtedness to this scholar, " der gelehrteste der Hellenen" Note that the sentence «'* to . . . . ^yy^tirai is made causal 
of modern times, for inspiration and guidance at every in this version, and that the causal relation of «oi yap 
point in my study of this subject, though I am unable to x°P&" ktA. is disregarded, 
follow him in his principal conclusions. Though he has -a.ii T t. **■_,. * »» 

adhered consistently, from "Die megarische Komodie" to , "*?• * mean ' wh ,° !"»«* ' ho **\ l, V '*TP*Z7' U ' 
the fferoHe.. to this Interpretation of Aristotle and to ( ^J" C*"-J-vj"«> • *^« **- «>■ which has found f. TO r 
.boot 465 as the epoch date of corned,, it is possible that he ">"> *>"» ***** •*»" T '^l °' A V? the " 8U " 
has since modified his Tiews, though I hare Marched his me . n '' * n ? ^*™ "" w, ' h » ^? wliich explains nothing, 
recent writings in rain for an indication of the fact. An8to , " •*?'? nce °* the details »'.«"> dewlopment of 

" Die megarUche Komodie," flermc. Vol. IX (1875), P . °? m ?' would obnously not be explained In the least by 
332: Aristotle says, speaking of Attic comedy, "sie sei U»^»<* that 'the names of only a few parts of the early 
luntchst, da Niemand sich ernstlich urn sie belrttamert, "V * "™ *tUl remembered." Nor i, a ^-needed to 
unbekannt geblieben. Erst spM habe der Staat sie in die * lanoe "" T « M tou °w ,n «- »• »dversatiye >s required 
Hand genommen, und die Dichter, die man anfohre, warden y e ar * umei1 -* 
erst in einer Zeit erwfthnt, wo sich gewisse Formen festge- *> Dsnis, La comidie ffrecque. Vol. I, p. 6. 
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able, but they gave only the names of the contestants and choregi and the titles of the 
plays; at this period probably not even the titles." How then did Aristotle know any- 
thing about the status of comedy at this time, even enough to warrant the assertion of 
< r X*7M aT " nva? The texts of the plays of Epicharmus, probably from the time of his 
residence in Syracuse, were preserved; but if Aristotle had possessed the texts of the 
Attic poets he would have had more exact information than he gives evidence of hav- 
ing. For the statement ax^yLord nva^ however, the texts were not needed; Aristotle 
might easily have inferred this much from the very fact that the state had given its 
sanction to comedy. And this would fully explain the indefiniteness of the phrase. 

The fHTafidaeis which Aristotle records for tragedy are: vXrflti inroKptrm and the 
attendant changes, a/crfvoypa^iaj fteydfo?, A*f£i?, perpov, it\tj$t} eweuroSfov. The data 
for his statements concerning them could have been derived from the tragic texts 
alone. I should include even atcfjvoypa^la 9 for it seems hardly possible that the 
official records of the contests should have covered matters theatrical,* while, on the 
other hand, this important innovation must have had an immediate and striking effect 
upon the inner economy and technique of the plays. It is to be noted that he does 
not mention any innovations before Aeschylus. Since we have one play of Aeschylus 
that goes back to about a decade from the time of his first appearance, and the intro- 
duction of the second actor was probably not coincident with his first appearance, we 
have no reason to doubt that Aristotle had in the tragic texts extant in his day an 
unbroken line of testimony from the time of this innovation. In tragedy, therefore, 
the period of indifference, not necessarily on the part of the state, but on the part of the 
public, shown by the non-publication of the tragedies exhibited, did not extend beyond 
the early years of Aeschylus. In comedy it extended likewise down to the time of the 
first published plays. We have seen that this was probably some time after the first 
granting of a comic chorus. We shall be able to define this time more closely. 

Now in spite of the fact that Aristotle, at the very outset of his account of comedy, 
makes a sweeping acknowledgment of his ignorance in respect of the various pera- 
f&datts through which it had passed, he yet later on specifies three particular details 
upon which he has no information: wprftrowra, irpoXoyos, wXrfiti vwoicpir&v. Of course 

II To Judge by the use of " «»***** " instead of the title the autoschediastio stage, and was the first sign of the 

In the omo of the earliest events mentioned in /use. Grace, attainment of a certain literary form, •Trffutr* ***** from 

Hie, it ltal. % 1097 (CIO 1, 229). that time to the introduction of the second actor by 

. . ,. A . AA . - * • -. - Aeschylus, as in comedy down to Cratinus, a period of 

.1 WlLA*owiTi,whobehcTes that the stete adoption of more deTftloDineilt , but stiU the absence of literary 

eommly, the increase of the actors in tragedy to three, ^^^ ^ n0 n.pubUcation of the texts. The scheme 

and Important change* .in the arrangement of the theatre, may ^ ^ enoagh ^ ^^ Qaain ^ ^ ft woold 

were prssoribm! by a .*e« ^i about 465, includes ^ ^^ ^ extend ^ phrMe xopir 4 ^ y ^^ ^ 

also rssPsyee+Jej </• Die Bjhne des Aischylos, Vermes. t^geOj as an epoch date in the same sense in which it 

Vol. XXI (l«l), P. 618, and B emklei, Vol. I(iilUa TO ^ epoch date for ^^ top it j, ^^ ^^^ 

I *«r*m With A. lluiLLiH, Pailoto** Supplbd. VI (MM), ^ ^ ^^^ 8ygtem ^p^ ^ the8e ^^ antedated 

p, fttf, Slid IfciOMiraiiitt, ihirsia*. JoAresoer., Vol. CVI ^ reform8 of c^y^ The dithyrambic contests of 

( 1*01 ), |i, 11IN, that such matters as improvements in staging men , g ^^ ^ 5^ archon j JJSiksona (see Muirao, 

would not have Ihioii prescribed by a law. » %The Parian Marble," Class. Rat., Vol. XV (1901), p. 857), 

M ft would tie nntursl to assume from the text of was before the first choregia. Recognition by the state 

kf Moils Mist th» granting of a chorus by the state marked before the choregia, if there was such a recognition, took 

M»« ttfiis uf the emergenca of tragady, as of comedy, from another form. 
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he was uninformed about these for the same reason as about the others — because the 
texts of the period in which these changes were accomplished were no longer extant. 
Why, then, does he single out these three details, one of which was included among 
the /iera/Soo-a? of tragedy ? Evidently because they were not sufficiently covered by 
the preceding explanation of his ignorance — because, in his opinion, they fell in the 
period after the state concession and the "mentioning" of Chionides and Magnes. 84 
By glancing again at the history of tragedy we shall see the significance of this 
passage. 

Sophocles is credited with the introduction of the third actor. The change was 
not accomplished in 467 (Septem)* but it was in 458 (Oresteia). Now it is incredible 
that the number of actors should have been fixed in comedy before it was in tragedy, 
though the improvement was probably adopted immediately. 38 Now since, as we shall 
be able to prove later on from the inscriptions, the adoption of comedy by the state was 
certainly prior to 467 (or even to 471, the first appearance of Sophocles),* 7 this inno- 
vation was made after this epoch. It is clear from this that Aristotle had no comic 
texts for a considerable period after the first granting of the chorus,** and that the 
period of public indifference to comedy extended for a considerable time after the end 
of the indifference of the state. This is an important result,Tor it permits us to fix 
the epoch date 6 apx<ov HSwtcev, which was a matter of official record, without reference 
to Aristotle's personal knowledge of comic texts, which is a matter of a very different 
nature. We now know for a certainty, what was only a surmise before, that Aristotle's 
knowledge of the status of comedy (o-^/iaTa nva) at the time of its recognition by 
the state was based wholly upon the fact of its recognition. Further, the period 
of axqfjLard rwa and fivrjfwvevoprai is synchronous with that expressed by 6 apyvv 
iSoicev" Chionides and Magnes "are mentioned" at the time of the first official con- 

** Wilamowitz, J7ermet, Vol. XXI, p. 614, note 1, and " Euseb., vera. Arm., and Hieron., tub 01. 77*. On the 

Subkmihl, toe. ct*., p. 200, reached just the opposite con- whole, this seems more likely to be true than Plutarch's 

elusion — that the state concession antedated the employ- statement which synchronises his first victory in 468 with 

ment of three actors in tragedy; for, they argue, if this his first appearance ; Ctmon, 8. 

innovation in comedy came after the granting of a chorus, u Wilamowitz, JJermet, Vol. IX, has convincingly 
Aristotle would have known who was responsible for it. demonstrated, on other grounds, the fact that Aristotle 
But this assumes that information about such matters nad no ^^o texts before Cratinus. But when he says, 
was derived from the state records, not from the texts, p# 885: "Die Kunde fiber die attische Komodie die der 
which both agree were not published until later; and this gelehrteste der Hellenen besass, reichte nlcht ober die 
assumption is altogether improbable. And if the three- gechssigen," we must now qualify the statement some- 
actor stage had been reached ca. 465, how comes it that the what . he had tho didatcaliac Wilamowitz, it is true, 
earliest play of Cratinus of which we know employed only believed that the state concession was made in the sixties 
two actors, as Kaibbl has shown, "Die "OWofc von (465-460), getting at this date by the process : the granting 
Kratinos und der Kv**m+ des Euripides," Hermet, Vol. of the chorus was much later than Epicharmus; epoch of 
XXTV, p. 821 8usbmihl'b explanation that this was "an Epicharmus, the reign of Hieron, 478-467. The error here 
exception " does not seem to me valid. ^ of ©ours©, the selection of precisely this date as the one 

» I accept the opinion of the majority, that the exodos which proved to Aristotle the priority of Epicharmus over 

In our text is spurious. Chionides and Magnes. 

M I do not mean to commit myself here to the view that " My interpretation differs radically from that of Wn> 

comedy went through the same process as tragedy, gradn- amowitz at this point. He sets the state concession after 

ally increasing the actors from one to three. On the con- the Arytfpcvoi vot^reu, t. c, makes the ov« i*wov&a4rro period 

trary, I cannot understand its development from the k»p<k coextensive with the McAorrot period. It totally changes 

except on the supposition of a large number of performers the logic of Aristotle's thought to make the sentence Wt W 

gradually reduced, to far as it ever was reduced, to the .... wyv6^rai causal. I leave my exposition to speak for 

norm of tragedy. itself. 
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tests, Chionides, we should suppose, in connection with the very first They were 
among the first comic poets of Attica whose claim to be poets in the true sense of the 
word was sanctioned by the state itself. Aristotle assumes to possess no direct and 
personal knowledge of the literary merits of their productions; it was enough for him 
that the state had deemed them worthy. We can no longer be in doubt as to the 
exact meaning of iiwjfiovevovTcu ; the official didascalic fivrjpaTa were the only source 
which could furnish both their names and their date in relation to the first official 
comic contests. 40 There were, of course, other poets mentioned in the early comic did- 
ascalic; these two are selected as the most representative of the number. 

The phrase b>^4 irore is not so vague and baffling as before, now that we 
know positively that Aristotle could have given the exact year had he desired. It is, 
of course, used with reference to tragedy, but since we do not know precisely what 
period Aristotle had in mind for tragedy — its admission into the Dionysia under 
Peisistratus, or the establishment of the tragic choregia under the new democracy — 
it is useless to indulge in speculation as to the exact number of years the phrase 
would require. 41 It may be that we should interpret tyi in terms of development 
rather than of years ; comedy had reached a state of greater maturity when taken in 
charge by the state than had tragedy when it was so adopted. In any event, we are 
no longer obliged to seek a date as late as possible, influenced by tyi irore combined 
with iroXXq) irpSrepos; for the date of Epicharmus's reputation as a comic poet at Megara 
may be as early as the epoch date of tragedy. 42 We have learned, moreover, that the 
epoch date of comedy was derived from the Athenian didascalic records, and that, in 
trying to recover it, we are not \p be influenced by what we know of the non-publication 
of the early comedies. The records contained the names of Chionides and Magues, 
among others, at or near the beginning of the lists which reported the contests in which 
comedy had a part. If we had access to the original didascalic documents themselves, 
we should at once look for the names of these two poets, assured that the admission of 
comedy into the festival programme dated not far from the year of their first appear- 
ance. Now the notice of Suidas, which reports Xwpfory; i8{8aa/c€v for 488 or 487, may 
possibly go back to an excerpt from these didascalise. At any rate there is now no 
chronological obstacle in the way of such an assumption, and the notice on the face of 
it appears to be as trustworthy as any of the didascalic information furnished by Suidas. 48 
It is hard to account for it, besides, on any other hypothesis — plain error, forgery, or 
stupid translation of Aristotle. But for the present we would best reserve our final 

^SctEMlHL, loe. cit., p. 199, saw this, bat did not make ** The equation set up by Wilamowttz, & opx*** ft***" 

tb* application : "ergo hi duo poetae antiquissimi erant, "lange nach Epicharm," therefore, only adds one more 

(fWtfnm nomina in indicibus victoriarum philosophns unknown quantity ; cf, " Die Bahne des Aischylos," ifcrmet , 

fjwmit «t ex eU baud dubie in Didascalias suas recipe rat." Vol. XXI (1886) , p. 613. 

'*'/>*» para h M(* .... ty* awvtfivvfrn in the account *3 Though many errors hare crept into the text, yet one 

(4 tffigtrty, We must agree with Hilleb, Rhein. Afu*., can, in general, agree with Bkkgk's verdict, Rhein, Mu$., 

%%%IX SJ*»4), p. 338, that the tragedies of Phrynichus and N. F., Vol. XXXIV (1879), p. 818, note 1: "Die Angaben 

4*»*frr to*w*raal ready vtuvvi as regards Mfa\ but opinions des Suidas uber die dramatischen Dichter verdienen im 

#tfj 4i0*f Mm to whether the period of Ae'£ic y«Aota must, on Allgemeinen voiles Vertrauen, dean sie gehen auf Didas- 

MUii-mi *4 tfee **', be placed before Thespis. kalien xuruck." 
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opinion upon this point until we have examined the valuable fragments of Athenian 
didascalisB preserved to us on stone. 

In view of the facts thus elicited we may, by way of summary, paraphrase the 
argument of Aristotle as follows : The various steps in the development of comedy, 
such as have been traced for tragedy, are beyond our knowledge, because comedy was 
not an object of serious attention at first No facts, naturally, are recorded for the 
period of volunteer performances, which preceded the appointment of comic choregi by 
the state, and this event was rather late as compared with tragedy. At this time, 
when we meet in the official records of the comic contests the names of Chionides 
and Magnes, who have already been mentioned as the earliest representatives of a 
literary comedy in Attica, comedy must already have taken on a more or less definite 
form to have obtained this recognition. But no one knows who was responsible for 
certain important innovations which must have been introduced after the admission 
of comedy into the festivals ; for the plays produced in this period were not published, 
that is, the indifference of the public still continued. We do know, however, that 
Crates was the first at Athens to follow the lead of Epicharmus in the matter of plots, etc. 

THE EVIDENCE FROM INSCRIPTIONS 

We are fortunate in possessing a number of fragments of a series of inscriptions, 
which, taken together, originally constituted a complete record of the dramatic contests 
at the City Dionysia and Lenaea. One inscription gave the contestants and the titles 
of their plays, arranged in the order of their success in the competitions. 44 Another 
gave the names of the poets, arranged chronologically, and under each name the titles 
of the plays brought out, at each of the festivals, the year, and the rank as fixed by 
the judges. 46 Still another reported year by year all the victors of every class — tribes 
and choregi for the lyric events, and poets, choregi, and actors for the dramatic contests 
of each festival. 46 And, finally, a very extensive document in eight sections gave the 
names of the victorious poets and actors in tragedy and comedy for the two festivals 
separately, the names being arranged in the order of the first victories, with the total 
number of victories won. 47 These remarkable documents, all derived from the archives 
of the state officials under whose supervision the contests were held, were inscribed 
early in the third century. They were, in all probability, transcribed from the works 
of Aristotle entitled Ai&a<rfca\(ac and Nfcat Aiowacatcal /cal Arjvai/ca(, so far as they 
could be used, or, at any rate, were authorized by the state under the influence of 
Aristotle's studies in this field. 48 

Now, when we consider the wide publicity which the records of the Athenian 

44 In four sections: (1) Dionyria, tragedy, C I A II, 978, broken to furnish much specific information. The current 

(2) comedy, 975 ; (S) Lenaea, comedy, 972, (4) tragedy, 972. restorations are useless as sources of information. 
For the order, cf. my article "The Dating of Some Did- 4«c I A II, 971, and IV, p. 218. The corresponding lists 

ascalic Inscriptions/' Am. Jour. Arch., 2d Ser M Vol. IV f or tne Le naea are not preserved. 
(1900), p. 86. 47 CI A H, 977, and IV, p. 220. 

46/nac. Oraec. 8ic. et /to/., 1097, 1098. These fragments «• Wilamowitz, Heraklet, Vol. I (ed. 1), p. 50; but he 

embrace only the comic poets. The fragments are too sets the date of the inscriptions about fifty years too early. 
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dramatic exhibitions enjoyed in antiquity, through both the works of Aristotle and 
these documents set up on the acropolis and in the precinct of the theatre of Dionysus, 
we are able not only better to understand how even minute details concerning the 
poets and the contests, such, for example, as the period of Euetes and the victories of 
Eudoxus, came to be known and mentioned by grammarians, biographers, and chro- 
nographers, but also to appreciate the chances in favor of the accuracy of information, 
not exactly didascalic, which is occasionally furnished ; for example, that certain poets 
were contemporaries, as Aristophanes and Nicophon, Menander and Apollodorus of 
Gela, Chionides and Magnes. In spite of the epitomizing, paraphrasing, and formaliz- 
ing through which this material has gone, in spite of the manifold chances of error in 
transmission, the student in this field comes to have a profound respect for such notices 
scattered up and down Greek and Roman literature, feeling that in the end they 
probably go back to the infallible records of the Athenian archives, and that he should 
not reject them or attempt to correct them except upon evidence equally free from 
suspicion. 

Let us consider next some of the fragments of these inscriptions which throw 
light upon the period of the Old Comedy, in the hope of getting somewhat nearer to 
the epoch date that we are seeking. 

1. The catalogues of all the victors at the City Dionysia. — The name of Magnes, 
as- victor in a comic contest at a time not far from the date of the admission of 
comedy into the state festivals, occurs in frag, a of the great catalogue of victors 
at the City Dionysia, C I A II, 971. This fragment does not contain a date line, 
but it was contiguous to frag. /, which does. Frag, a stood at the head of the 
first column of the second slab of the inscription; the exact position of frag. / is 
unknown. The attempt has repeatedly been made 40 to determine the exact position of 
/ in relation to a, and thus to ascertain the exact date of Magnes' s victory, but I have 
long been of the opinion that none of the conclusions reached by various scholars is 
possible, firstly, because they all disregard certain important epigraphical factors in the 
problem, and secondly, because they start with the assumption that Magnes could not 

*• Frag, a has been known since 1839 through its publica- ehoregiam pertinentes," Ditt. Hal., Vol. VII (1886), pp. 

tion by Pittakis, but its importance was first recognised, 164 ff., A. Mueller, u Nenere Arbeiten auf dem Oebiete dee 

after Leo, "Ein Sieg des Magnes," Rhein. Mus., Vol. griechischen Buhnenwesens," Philofogut % Supplbd. VI 

XXXTTT (1878), pp. 199 ff M by Koehleb, "Docutnente car (1891), pp. 83 ff., and Bodensteixeb, u Bcricht fiber das 

Geschichte des athenischen Theaters," Ath. Mitth., Vol. antike Bohnenwesen," Bursiant Jahretber., Vol. CVI 

m (1878), pp. 104 ff., and Bebok, " Verzeichniss der Siege (1901), pp. 135 ff. Mention should also be made of the 

dramatischer Dichter in Athen," Rhein. Mus., Vol. XXXTV elaborate but untrustworthy essay of Oehmichen, " Ueber 

(1879), pp. 330 ff. Frag. / was first published by Georgios die Anfange der dramatischen Wettkampfe in Athen," 

'E4>. 'ApXx Vol. IV (1886), p. 267, and its significance at once 8itzungtber. d. k. bayer. Akad. d. Witt, zu MUnchen^ philos.- 

recognized by Lipsius, Sitzungtber. d. k. tacht. Getell. d. philol. Class©, 1889, pp. 140 ff. Though the errors of Oeh- 

Witt. zu Leipzig, philol. -his tor. Classe (1887), pp. 278 ff. michen were promptly pointed out by Mailer and later by 

Of the other fragments, g and h were published by Lolling, Bodensteiner, they have continued to influence the views of 

8itzung$ber. d. k. k. Akad. d. Witt, zu Berlin (1887), p. 1069; his oolleague, Wilhelm Christ; cf. Getch. d. gr. LiU., 3te 

6 and d by Koehleb, Ath. Mitth., Vol. Ill (1878), pp. 104 ff. Aufl., p. 196, note 4, and p. 215, note 4. It is rather remarkable, 

What is known as frag, c is a hopeless jumble taken from considering the attention paid to this inscription, that no 

the notes of Pittakis, and should not be counted as a one has hitherto made use of the later fragments in the 

document. Fragments o-€, C I A II, 971 ; /-A, IV, p. 218. attempt to solve the epigraphical questions which are all- 

The most important discussions of the epoch date of important for the interpretation of the earlier, 
the inscription are: Bbxnck, " Lacriptiones Oraecae ad 

272 



Edward Capps 



15 



971a 
ONKOMOIHSANTO 



I]ENOKAEIAHSEXOPHrE 
M]ArNH5EAIAA5KEN 
TPATQIAQN 
TTEPIKAH?XOAAP: EXOPH 
AISXYAO<E[A]IAASKEN 



TTANAIONI[SANAPQN] 

KAEAINETfOSEXOPHrEI] 

KQMQIAQN 



ETTIXAPHTOS] (472/1) 

KQMQIAQN] 

OPHrEI 

SEAIAjASKEN' 

TPATQIAQN] 

EX]OPHrEI 

TTOAY4»PA*MQ]NEAIAAS' 
ETTITTPAZIEPrO]Y» (471/0) 
ITTTTOeQNTHTTA]IAQN* 
PHrEI 
QN 
OPHr 

El 



971/ 

[TPATQIAQN] 

: EXOPH 

EAIAASKEN 

ETTI4>IA]OKAEOYS (459/8) 
AI]NHISTTAIAQN 
AHMOAOKO^EXOPHTE 
ITTTTO0QNTISANAPQN 
EYKTHMQNEAEY: EXOPH 
KQMQIAQN 
EYPYKAEIAHSEXOPHrEI 
EY*PONIO*EAIAASKE 
TPATQIAQN 

ZENOKAH?A*IANA : EXOPH 
AISXYAOSEAIAASKEN 

ETTIABPQNO* (458/7) 
EPEX0HI57TAIAQN 
XAPIASArPYAH: EXOPH 
AEQNTISANAPQN 
AEINOSTPATO*EXO[PHrEI 
KQMQIAQN 

OPHf 



BIQ 

KQM[QIAQN 
ANA 

KAA[AIAS -' 
TPA|TQIAQN 
GA 

KA[PKINO* e 
YTT[OKPITHS - - 
ETJ[IKAAAIMAXOY' 
(446/5) 



1 The name thai follows Magnes in C I A II, 977t ; see 
p. 25. 

SLipatas. 

•My restoration, to be established in the following 
discussion. 



« See p. 17. 

» My restoration ; cf. Am, Jour. Phil, Vol. XX (1899), p. 
898, note 1. 
• Lipsius. 
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have exhibited before about the date at which Meineke placed his floruit. It will 
therefore be necessary to consider at considerable length all of the seven published 
fragments of this inscription. I regret that I shall not have the advantage of using 
the fragments still unpublished, announced by Dr. Adolph Wilhelm some years ago ; 
but those which we possess will suffice for our present purpose. 30 I give first the text 
of the two earliest fragments. 

It will be seen that the complete record of each year, in frag, a and the first two 
columns of frag. /, occupies eleven lines, and that these lines always recur in the same 
order. In the third column of frag. / we notice the addition of a twelfth line, the 
victorious tragic actor — v7r[o/cpiTty: 6 Beiva]. This recurs in all the later frag- 
ments. The only disturbance of this twelve-line record in the extant fragments is in 
the narrow outer column of the latest fragment, where two lines are sometimes required 
for a single entry. There may, of course, have been other disturbances in the portions 
now lost; for example, we might expect to find during the continuance of the syncho- 
regia (406/5 and some years thereafter) 51 two lines used for the two choregi of both 
tragedy and comedy. But for our present purpose we may treat the order and number 
of lines to the year as fixed for the entire inscription. 

In attempts to fix the date of the events in frag, a, col. 1, recourse has been had 
to general considerations based upon the choregia of Pericles for a play of Aeschylus, 
combined with the current view that Magnes could not have exhibited until about the 
middle of the sixties. We have already seen how uncertain the data are upon which 
the opinion about Magnes rests; as to Pericles, the idea that he would have been too 
young to undertake a choregia before ca. 467 is the result of guesswork rather than of 
evidence. 63 The only trustworthy means available for prosecuting our inquiry to a 
certain conclusion — the restoration of the date-lines in the first columns of fragments 
/ and e, using one as a check on the other — has been overlooked entirely, chiefly, it 
would seem, because of the fixed idea concerning the lateness of Magnes and the official 
adoption of comedy, and also partly, no doubt, because of certain difficulties in the way 
of any consistent reconstruction of the inscription as a whole, due to misleading or 
incorrect reports in the Corpus as to the condition of fragments g and e. Obviously 

MThe main outlines of this study were worked out the ©itfcen— a tax on the wealthy— not voluntarily as- 
some five years ago; c/. Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XX (1899), p. BUme d, as a rule, and could hardly have been interpreted 
888. I visited Athens in the spring of 1899 chiefly for the D y Theopompus, or whoever was the source of Plutarch, as 
purpose of ezamining.the stones, especially to clear away marking the entry of a person upon his political career, 
some doubts about Kokhlkr's reports on certain frag- Partly as the result of Kohler's interpretation, and partly 
ments; see below, p. 19 {g) and p. 22 (e, col. 2). It was on owiag to Wilamowitz's (Hcrmet, Vol. IX, p. 837) idea that 
the strength of my conviction regarding this inscription the recognition of comedy was one of the events charac- 
that I assumed ca. 140 lines also for C I A II, 972; c/. Amer. teristic of the first years of the dominant influence of Peri- 
Jour. Arch., 2d Ser„ Vol IV (1900) , pp. 76, 86. c i e8< one flnds nere and there an amazing misconception of 

»i C/. my article," The Dramatic Synchoregia at Athens," the choregia; e.g., Denis, La comidie grecque. Vol. I, p. 

Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XVII (1896), pp. 819 ff. 121, note 2 : "Pericles avait besoin de munificences person- 

»»It is now generally admitted that the combination » eUes ^ f"?"" Ie P !? P !"?* *?? " '''"T^w ■*?? 

npon which KoSLw (after Lko) basal his theory of 63 CovATArutophan*, p. 22: "C «ta,t le moment okPfadta 

., , - „. \ . , ... ' . . ,; ... „ allait briser la puissance de lanstocratie en depouillant 

lines has no force. Plutarch s "forty years of public life" „ A . , . . 1x T1 . , n .. „« 

, . . . . , . , V» . , -«x j ., rAreopage de ses privileges. II se pent qu il ait voulu 

has to be taken as a round number (Pertcles, 16), and the . ; . . , x 7r K , . „ 

... , T . ... !. '• . alors faire servir la comedie a ses desseins." 

choregia is misconstrued. It was an obligation put upon 
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the inscription must, if possible, be interpreted and restored epigraphically, by strict 
adherence to all the indications furnished by the stones themselves, before we allow 
ourselves to be influenced overmuch by the chronological consequences involved. 

That the number of lines to the column in the portion under the heading was 
three lines less than a multiple of eleven, t. e., 41, 52, 63, etc., is obvious from the fact 
that the eleventh line in any year in col. 1 is opposite the eighth in col. 2. The lower 
limit can be fixed by reference to the actors' contest recorded in col. 3 of frag. /. The 
fifth line of the year (Biw-) in this column is now found to be opposite the eleventh 
(the tragic poet) in the preceding column. The twelve-line record has therefore already 
occurred three times before the current year, t. e., the contest of tragic actors was 
introduced just four years before the year of the lost archon in col. 3. If the new 
contest was introduced in the earliest possible year, in the archonship of Habron 
(458/7), the lost archon of col. 3 was of the year 454/3, and the column contained 
four full years of twelve lines plus four lines, i.e. 9 52 lines. 63 It could not possibly 
have been less than 52, but it may have been indefinitely more. 64 For every additional 
eleven lines the date of the first actors' contest, of course, is later by one year, i. e., if 
the column contained 63 lines it would be 457/6, 74 lines 456/5, 140 lines 450/49. 

We may now take up col. 1 of frag. /. Lipsius observed that the name of the 
victorious tragic poet must have been unusually long, to judge by the position of its 
final letter -v. We notice too that the heading rpaytoiS&v is entirely broken away — 
another indication that the lost name was at least eleven letters long. There can be no 
question as to the correctness of Lipsius' s restoration [Ho\v<f>pdafjLa>]v, especially since 
his name happens to be preserved on the list of victorious tragic poets, C I A II, 977a, 
between Aeschylus and Sophocles. The tribe Hippothontis is the only one that will 
fit the space below the archon 's name. With the knowledge thus gained we look over 
the list of the archons of this period. There are only five names between Tlepolemus, 
of the year 463/2 (requiring 52 lines) and Praxiergus, of 471/0 (140 lines), whose names 
meet at all satisfactorily the conditions of space and genitive-ending. I give them in 
juxtaposition: 



Archons 


Year 


Lines 


(TTOAY+PASMQN) 






ETTITAHTTOAEMOY ir- 
APXIAHMIAOY J 


463/2 


52 


464/3 


63 


AY5ISTPAT0Y 


467/6 


96 


GEArENIAOY 


468/7 


107 


TTPAZIEPrOY 


471/70 


140 


(ITTTTO0QNTI*TTAI-) 







mOehmichen, it is true, assumes 90 lines, making the fuse to consider. Mueller's dates for the actors* contest 

first actors' contest that which happens to be recorded in (pp. 82 f.) are corrected by Bodensteiner (p. 137). 

col. 3, or one year before. But this leaves him with two wThe notion that more than 63 lines would exceed the 

or three unoccupied lines after Habron's year, which he probable dimensions even of a large public inscription 

can only account for by assuming the interpolation of (Bodenbteiner, p. 137) was clearly not advanced by an 

some explanatory words about the actors' contest — an epigraphist; Koehlrr decided upon 63 only on account 

expedient which Mueller and Bodenbteiner rightly re- of Pericles. 
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The position of the -Y in relation to the -N is correctly given in the copy on p. 15. 
Iota occupies less than (about one-half) the space of an ordinary letter, Q a little more. 
'A/>xt&j/i/8ov and Avaurrpdrov satisfy the space relations somewhat less satisfactorily 
than the other three names. Lysistratus and Theagenides may be regarded as some- 
what doubtful, besides, because of the possibility that another poet than Polyphraamon 
was victorious in the tragic contest the year before each of them ; Aeschylus brought 
out the Septem the year before Lysistratus, and won, and Sophocles's first victory was 
won the year before Theagenides, almost certainly at the City Dionysia." But in spite 
of these possible objections it would be safer to regard these five names for the present 
as all equally possible, and to seek in frag, e for the information by which we shall be 
able to eliminate all but one of them. 



971 « 



XE]XOPH' 

E]AIA[AS]KE 

YTTOKPITHSA]0HNOAflPOS 
ETTI?QSirENO]YS (342/1) 
AirHI*TTAIA]QN 

AI]OME[EY?EXOP]H 

ITTTTOGQNTIS]ANAPQN 
... . EKKOI]AHSEXOPH 
KQMfllAflN] 
HS[EXOPH' 

TPATQIAflN] 

EX]OP[H 

ASTYAAMA*EAI]A[A*KEN a 

i InM*x (t'3>K)7 * -Ait* or -Jik. 

3 We know from CIA II, 973, that Astydamas was the 
victor in 341. If I rightly detect the faint outlines of a A in 



E]TTIAPIST[0]4»AN0YS (331/0) 

OINHISTTAIAQ[N 

TOS[AX]APN[EYSEXOPH 

ITTTTO0QNTISANAP[QN 

0*[Tr]EI[P]AIE[YSEXOPH 

[KQM]QIA[QN 4 



TPAr]Q[IAQN 



the position indicated we have a slight confirmation of 
the restoration of Sosi genes. 
* Very faint traces. 



The archon Aristophanes was of the year 331/0. Since the restoration inroKptrt^ 
in the first column is certain (for the word is never abbreviated in this inscription), the 
name of the archon just below, with the genitive-ending -ow, was about ten letters in 
length. Now if we try here the several line-numbers shown to be possible by our 
consideration of frag. /, we find that only one archon of the five, the one representing 
a column of 140 lines, fulfils the conditions, as the following table will show: 



•& Plutarch, Cimon. & relates that the decision was 
mmitted to the ton generals by ApsephJon, the first 



archon, who was evidently, therefore, in eharge of the 



276 





Edwabd 


Capps 


19 


Uam 


Aiehoos frac. e 
(YTTOKPITHSA0H-) 


Teu 


Archonsfrof./ 


52 


EFITTY60AHA0Y 


336/5 


Tlepolemus 


68 


♦PYNIXOY 


887/6 


Archidemides 


96 


AYSIMAXOY 


339/8 


Lysistratus 


107 


6E0+PAST0Y 


340/39 


Theogenides 


140 


*Q*irEN0Y« 


342/1 


Praxiergus 



There would seem to be no room for doubt that the name of Soeigenes is to be 
restored here and that of Praxiergus in frag. /, if we are right in assuming that the 
columns throughout the inscription contained the same, or nearly the same, number 
of lines. But this assumption may not be right, and so no conclusion can be accepted 
as final until it has been tested rigorously by the other fragments. 

Frag, h (see Plate IV, at the end of the article) also contains an archon's name 
in its second column, Cephisophon of 829/8, and broken line-ends in the first. Its 
position was near the top of the slab, for only two year-lists intervene between Aristo- 
phanes, about 17 lines from the bottom of col. 2 of e, and Cephisophon. The first 
column of h therefore continued the first of e, and its second column the second of e. 
The exact interval can now be determined. The first line of the column in which was 
the first column of h was the twelfth line in the year of Soeigenes, and this is known 
from C I A II, 973 — inro/cptTrfi HeowrdXefu^. There can be no doubt of the correctness 
of KGhler's restoration of -X09 in the third line of A, col. 1, as [vvo/cpiT^ 8Ara]\o9. 
This line was therefore the 13th from the top, and SdrraXos was in the last line of the 
year 841/0. The name of Cephisophon stood in the 18th line of the second column. 
I shall discuss later on the irregularities in this second column of h; as to the first 
column, we know from 973 that Thettalus was indeed the victor in 340, and that 
Astydamas was the successful poet. The position of -eicev just above -X09 gives pre- 
cisely the space required for the name of Astydamas. We may therefore look upon 
this fragment as confirming the restoration of Sosigenes in frag, e and of Praxiergus 
in frag. /. 

I had reached this point in the demonstration some five years ago, when occupied 
with the series of inscriptions relating to the dramatic contests. I could find no solu- 
tion of fragments/ and e except on the basis of 140 lines. Frag, g, however, seemed 
to be wholly at variance with this result, and, besides, blocked the way to any other 
solution. It contains eight lines, including a complete date-line — Themistocles, the 
archon of 347/6, t. e., five years before Sosigenes. According to the hypothesis of 140 
lines, therefore, it must have had a position in the same column as the first column of 
frag, e, and about half-way up the column ; for e was at the bottom of its slab, as 
Kohler reported ; and this report is shown to be correct by the fact that a portion of 
the record of the year after Aristophanes was at the top of the next column after e (1 .e., 
frag. A, col. 2). But Kohler also reported that frag, g retains an original upper margin, 
so that it must have stood at the top of a column. Now if Sosigenes was correctly 
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restored in e, and Kohler's observation regarding the upper margin of g was correct, 
this column would have contained only 76 lines, though the next column seemed to 
have 140. Either Kdhler or my hypothesis was wrong. With this dilemma in mind 
I made a careful examination of frag, g, and was not surprised to find that the present 
upper margin is not original, but the result of a later cutting. The fragment had 
been put to some architectural use after it had been broken off. The broken letters 
which Kohler reports in the first line some distance below the present margin are, 
in fact, immediately below and on the margin (Plate IT); this line was half cut 
away when the present upper surface was made. Frag, g, therefore, is not against the 
hypothesis. 56 

The reconstruction of the early portions of the inscription on the basis of 140 
lines to the column has been found to be the only possible solution of one of the three 
two-column fragments (e), and the most suitable, if not the only, solution of the other 
two (/, A), and at the same time not opposed to the facts regarding frag. g. It remains 
only to test this result by considering the reconstruction as a whole. Two tests must 
be applied: (1) The intervals between any two fragments whose position in the column 
is fixed should yield an even number of twelve-line lists distributed over an even 
number of columns of 140 lines without excess or deficiency of lines, and (2) the other 
fragments which we have not considered must find a suitable position within the 
column, i. e., the records contained in them must not be broken by column-divisions. 
The only fragments to be considered under the latter head are 6 and d. The former 
contains the archon of 422/1. It would fall well within the third column to the right 
of frag. /. The undated d would fit into any reconstruction, but the mention of the 
comic poet Procleides indicates that the date is somewhere near the thirties.* 1 There- 
fore it may have had a place above Aristophanes, frag, e, coL 2, and below Thettalus 
in frag. A, col. 1 ; or it may have stood between frag, g and the first column of e, as I 
have placed it in the Plate IV. 

The first-named test is a rigorous one to apply to a document so fragmentary, for 
all sorts of inequalities, such as I have already suggested and such as are actually 
found in the last two columns, may have affected the lost portions. Besides, the extent 
of the heading over the columns, occupying the space of two lines, is as yet absolutely 
unknown. But the test must nevertheless be made, though we should not expect a 
perfect mathematical proof. Beginning, then, with fragg. a and /, the former of 
of which is fixed in position, let us test the interval down to the first column of e, 
which also is fixed. In order to get a date to begin with, let us assume that / was 
directly under a, as I have placed it in the plate, with the smallest possible interval ; 
the lost archon in the 16th line of the third column would accordingly, on the supposi- 

MTh« tragic poet in the fourth line, reported as -M>tc II, 9770, to establish the date of the list in 9714. I had 

by KoKHLER, was, I think, Astydamas. Though the surface not then recognised Wig as Lenaean. Mueller's criti- 

U In very bad condition, traces of the letters ..lUiy.S cism of the logic of my argument is well taken (Berl phiL 

Mil ho made out. Woch , VoL XX (1901), col. 213), but tho period to which I 

UC/ Am Jour.Phil., Vol. XVI (1896), p. 825. Ithereused thenassigned Procleidesis right-the aecondhalf of the 

the portion of Procleides in the list of comic poets, CIA «**«! instead of the first (Kobhlbb). 
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tion of 140 lines, be Callimachus, 446/5. Soeigenes, 842/1, was in the 130th line of 
the column. The interval of 101 years between Callimachus and Sosigenes, at the 
normal rate of 12 lines to the year, would require 1248 lines. Now 125 of these are 
needed to fill out the column after Callimachus, and 129 for the column above Sosigenes. 
This leaves 994 lines for the full columns between, or 14 lines more than would 
be accommodated by seven columns of 140 lines. Assuming, again, that frag. / 
was separated from o by a larger interval, the remainder becomes larger also — 25, 36, 
47, etc., lines according as the interval was one full year (11 lines), or two or three 
years, respectively. In other words, the records of the 104 years require more space 
by 14, 25, 36, 47, etc., lines than columns of 140 lines will yield. We have proceeded, 
however, as if the heading extended over all these columns. Obviously a limited 
number of extra lines are available if the space of two lines occupied by the heading 
in the first part of the inscription was used for the yearly record after the heading 
ceased; but this could not be more than 16 lines, for there were only eight columns 
between Callimachus and Sosigenes. The first remainder of 14 lines, therefore, should 
not disturb us. If / was close up to a, the heading was wanting in seven of these 
eight columns, t. e., it extended over one column beyond frag. /. It is easy to see 
that this is the correct solution. The interval could not possibly have been one, three, 
or five years, because the resulting number of lines left between Callimachus and 
Sosigenes would be an odd number, while just 1248 are required. It is altogether 
improbable, further, that the interval was two, four, or six years; at any rate we may 
not assume such an interval, because we should be obliged at the same time to assume 
a constantly increasing irregularity in the annual lists, and that, too, of the most 
improbable kind — the contraction of the lists to less than 12 lines for each year. 
Clearly the only safe course is to assume that the twelve-line lists were constant, and 
that / was as close as possible to a, and that the heading extended over one column 
beyond the third column of /. The hypothesis of 140 lines has therefore met the 
most rigid test fully, and we have incidentally arrived at two facts of considerable 
importance for the reconstruction of the inscription as a whole. 

Applying the same test to fragments e and h, we obtain results not quite so 
remarkable for their precision, but yet not such as to discredit the conclusion which 
we have reached. The first column of frag, e connects properly with the first of A, as 
we have already seen. After this point we must recognize the existence of two lacunae, 
i. e., the normal twelve-lines lists do not quite fill out the space. The first is in the 
column above Aristophanes. This name should be the 133d after Sosigenes; it is, in 
fact, the 137th, about 69 Four lines between the years 340 and 331 were therefore 
used for entries of which we have no knowledge. Again, between the second column of 
e and the second of A is more space by six lines, as I reckon it, 60 than is needed for the 
two years between Aristophanes and Cephisophon, after allowing for the spreading out 

M The lines in the two columns are not exactly opposite. year began in the first line of the last column. This 
» Eighteen lines are left for the year 381/0, if the next assumes 148 lines for this column (col. xiv in Plate). 
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of the entries in the last column. The lower part of 6 is so corroded that Kohtar 
thought there had never been writing upon it ; but some of the space left vacant by him 
must have been used — all but the space of six lines, and more if the irregularity in 
the column above this point continued. And I am certain that I made out traces, 
though exceedingly faint, of letters in the upper part of this space. The existence of 
these lacunae does not vitiate in the least the conclusions reached above, for the evi- 
dence for the first eleven columns could scarcely be more clear and conclusive, Ad it 
seems to me. We can only explain the lacunae by supposing that occasionally, after 840, 
something new in the programme of the festival required additional space in the record. 

I may add here that the number of columns to the slab seems not to have been 
always the same. The last slab, containing fragg. g % e, d, h> had three columns, for 
the left margin of g is preserved, and the crowding in the second column of h indicates 
that this was the last column on the slab. 61 There is no such crowding in the third 
column of /; this slab had three columns, perhaps more. Assuming three, the 
seven columns lying between / and g may have been distributed: 4 + 3, or 8 +4, 
or 3 + 2 + 2. I should think the chances somewhat against the supposition of a slab 
of more than three columns, and in favor of a series of threes and twos. 

This part of our reconstruction is complete. All the positive indications 
furnished by the fragments are in favor of 140 lines for the first four columns, and for 
142 for the rest None of the available means of control — and they seem to be 
adequate — tends to throw suspicion upon this result* 2 We turn now to the second 
task — to fix the position of frag. / with relation to frag, a, though the result has 
already been anticipated in the preceding argument. 

The first two columns of / must have continued the two columns of d, as both 
Eohler and Lipsius assumed. Frag. /. cannot have preceded a, for the victories of 
Aeschylus and Magnes in o would then have been later than the Oresteia. Nor can 
/ follow a, as Oehmichen assumed, for then the choregia of Pericles would go back 
into the nineties. The fact that frag, a was in the first column on its slab, ftl is shown 
by the preserved left margin, prevents the placing of the second column of / under the 
first column of a, and the resulting early date of Pericles's choregia likewise prevents 
the placing of the first column of / under the second column of o. M We are there- 
fore obliged to consider / a direct continuation of o. 

The interval between the two fragments has already been determined by the 
space required for the 104 years between Callimachus and Sosigenes; Callimachus 
cannot have been below the 16th line in its column. The victories of Aeschylus, 
Pericles, and Magnes were won in the archonship of Menon, 473/2. This was the year 
of Aeschylus's victory with the Persae-trilogy. There is nothing against this date 

*1 The crowding may be doe simply to the length of line •* The introduction of the actors' contest is fixed by the 

required in the first two columns of the slab. The average length of the column (p. 17, above) ; it was in 450/49, archon 

for the first two columns is 20 letters to the line, while in a Euthynus. 

and / the average is about 17 or 18. But in this column *3 An arrangement which Bodbnbteinbb thought de- 

thero is room for only 15. The slab was therefore wide served consideration. But with 140 lines it is of course 

enongh for three columns of the usual width. out of the question. 
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in the fact that Pericles was choregus. For aught we know he was born ca. 500," 
and we know of one person who served as tragic choregus at the age of 18." 

2. The lists of victorious comic poets, Dionysia and Lenaea. — We have already 
reached a date for Magnes and the beginning of the official comic contests at least 
as early as 473/2, and in so far have found a substantial confirmation for our interpre- 
tation of Aristotle. But we have also another inscriptional document which mentions 
Magnes, and its epoch date was certainly the year of the first victor in the comic 
contest at the City Dionysia. Through it we can establish the fact that Magnes had 
predecessors in the competitions prior to the year 473, and that in all probability 
Magnes himself exhibited and won victories considerably before the archonship of 
Menon. It will be advantageous to have this additional evidence before us before 
we continue our study of the catalogue of victors. 

The name of Magnes occurs again in the catalogues of victorious comic poets, 
at the top of fragment t of CIA II, 977. I give (p. 24) the text of this fragment 
and of the first column (frag, d) of the corresponding list for the other festival. The 
headings are restored in the manner which seems to me best to meet the requirements 
of both the remains of the Lenaean heading and the purpose of the catalogue. I 
have elsewhere tried to establish the fact that frag, i is the Dionysian list, frag, d the 
Lenaean, and need not repeat my arguments here. 84 Accepting this classification, and 
employing the data furnished by the inscription which we have just considered and by 
various didascalic notices, we may gain some idea concerning the period indicated by 
the position of Magnes's name and concerning the beginning of the Dionysian cata- 
logue, which, of course, began with the first victor at the comic contest after the 
admission of comedy into the City Dionysia. 

In the full column under the heading there were originally fifteen names. The 
names are arranged chronologically in the order of first victories. It may therefore 
happen that the same poet may be mentioned at a considerably later period in one list 
than in the other, as for example Cratinus won a Lenaean victory much later than his 
first victory at the Dionysia. But in general a poet is earlier in the Lenaean list. To 
ascertain the period in which the first victory of Magnes fell we must learn from other 
sources the dates of the first Dionysian victories of other poets who followed him, and 

K So Kirchner, Prvop. Att. ; "natus est non multo post glad to note that my results have been accepted by Kirch- 

a. 900." He was born before the ostracism of his father neb, Protopoffraphia Attica, Add. et Corrig. in Vol. II 

in 4*4 (Bmxocn, Or. Octch., Vol. I, p. 465, note 5). Aristotle (1903), and Kradbb, De Apollodori§ comicU, diss. Berol. 

characterises him as rco« in 463, i. c, " in the thirties " (1900), p. 30. The late Professor Kaibel also wrote me in 

('A*. n©A., 27,1). There is no ground whatever for Sube- approval, although in hisartioleson the comic poets in the 

mihl's assumption, Rcrue dc philoloyie, Vol. XIX (1895), Pauly-Wissowa Encyclopedic he had followed the current 

p. 190: "vixque Pericles iam choregi officii** functus est, classification. Albert Mueller in his able review of my 

priusquam ad rempoblicam accedurot administrandam." article, Bcrl. philoL Wochcntchr., 1901, 209 ff M advances a 

This liturgy was imposed upon the rich without any regard series of objections to my methods of argumentation — 

to their prominence in public affairs. objections often valid enough taken singly, and in most 

... . m ~ - „« ^ j#j*_ *«.u #u- cases expressly acknowledged by me. But his defense of 

•* Lysias, 21, 1. The defendant was in the year of his _ .••«»» i w j *u « i *.i 

. . Berg k s classification is based upon the false assumption 

t|M * < ** that there was ever any valid reason in favor of it. It is 

M"Tha Catalogues of Victors at the City Dionysia, enough if I have shown that my classification satisfies the 

CI A II, 977," Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XX (1899), pp. 388 ff. evidence better than Bergk's; the burden of proof should 

The classification in the Corpu§ is just the opposite. I am not be on the objector in this case. 
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Lenaea 
CIA II, 977 d 

[KQMIKQNTAAHNAI]A[TTO]HTQN 
[OIAEENIKJQN 

E]ENO«>IAOS I 
THAEKAEIAHS TT 
APISTOMENHS II 
KPATINOS III 
♦EPEKPATHS II 
EPMITTTTOS llll 
♦PYNIXOS II 
MYPTIAOS I 
EYJTTOAI* III 



Dionysia 

CIA II, 977 * 

[KQMIKQNENASTEITTOHTQN 

OIAEENIKQN] 

MArNH]$ AC 

t I 

NH? I J 

? I 

EYtPONjIOS I' 
EK<t>AN]TIAHS- 
KPATI]NOS TTI 
AIOTTJEIGHS II 4 
KPAJTHS III 
KAAAIAJSII' 



i It is strange that Kirchner, Prosop. Att., §. v. Maying, 
should doubt this restoration, due to Koehlee, which not 
only fits the space, but also explains the eleven victories 
assigned Magnes by Anon. w. cup. II Kaib. Berqk'b ob- 
jection was based upon a faulty chronology and a misstate- 
ment corncerning Anonymous; cf. Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. 
XX, p. 396, note 1. 

sObhmichen's 'AAxtptf]"P suits the space and what we 
know of the poet ; cf. Meineke, Hist, crit., p. 101. I do not 



understand on what grounds Kaibkl in Pauly-Wissowa 
regards the name, and the title of the play attributed to 
him, as a fraud. 

> Due to Oehmichbn. 

* My restoration. Oehmic hen's ♦iAo]»«i^ U impos- 
sible. Cf. Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XX, p. 396, note. 

» Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XX, p. 396, note ; cf. p. 15, /, col. 3, 
above. Kiechnee, Prosop. AU. % Vol. II, p. 467, seems to 
look with favor upon this restoration. 



make an estimate of the interval of time which separates their names in the list. 67 We 
may also in this way gain some information as to the number of poets whose names 
preceded his in the list. 

To begin with the last name, we have seen that the comic poet KaX-, who won 
the prize in the year 447/6 (971/, col. 3), is probably KaXXias, whose name makes a 
perfect restoration here. The first city victories of Crates and of Cratinus are probably 
indicated by the entries of Eusebius under the years 451/0 and 453/2 respectively,* 8 
so that we may properly assume that the victory of 447/6 was the first won by Callias. 
The one victory of Euphronius is recorded in 971 under thje year of Philocles, 459/8. 
These four dates for the five names are entirely in harmony with each other — 

w This method was followed by Oehmic hen, "Ueber temporibus surgebant. So also Hieronymous and Syncel- 

lus ; cf. Anon. w. ««m. II Kaib. concerning Cratinus's first 
victory ; vit* n<ra iV »a to. (the correction from »«' is cer- 
tain; see Am. Jour. Philol., Vol. XX, p. 396). The error as 
regards Plato should not be held to vitiate the whole 
notice, since the part which has to do with Cratinus is 
manifestly correct. The " epoch years'* of these two poets 
were determined, then, by their first victories at the City 
Dionysia. 



die Anf&nge der dramatischen Wettk&mpfe in Athen," 
Sitzungsber. d. fc. bayer. Akad. d. Wis*, zu. M&nchen, philos.- 
philol. Classe (1899), 155 ff. He also places Magnes as low 
as possible, and reaches the year 478 for the beginning of 
the contest, 472 for the other list. But his argumentation 
is weak and exceedingly superficial in details. 

•* Vers. Armen., tub Ol. 823 : Crates comicus et Telesila 
oognoscebantur; sub 01. 81< : Cratinus et Platon comici his 
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Euphronius 458, Cratinus 452, Crates 450, and Callias 446. The six poets mentioned 
between the years 458 and 446 won just one-half of the victories in these twelve 
years. The others were won by the predecessors of Euphronius ; and not by the three 
immediately preceding, for they won only one victory each, but by Magnes and his 
predecessors. Again, we see that the name immediately following Magnes is to be 
restored in 971/, col. 1, as the victor of the year 972/1. In the thirteen years 
between this unknown poet and Euphronius, ten victories were won by Magnes and 
his predecessors. Magnes himself won only eleven times iv curru in his whole career, and 
although we learn from Aristophanes (Knights, 524) that his successes were won in his 
youth, and that he failed to please in old age, it is inconceivable that all his victories 
were won between the recorded victory of 472 and the year of Euphronius. We 
are obliged to assume, therefore, that one or more names preceded his in the list, with 
victories enough to their credit to fill up the catalogue down to 446; i. e., with about 
seven at the least. The reputation of Chionides, whose name was linked with that of 
Magnes, in all probability was based upon a marked success in the competitions, as 
well as upon his early date ; for he was not the only poet who competed in the early 
years after the admission of comedy. We should not be far wrong, I believe, if we 
should place Magnes as far down in this column as possible, assuming, say, four names 
before him, as I have done above. And this would bring the date of the first victory 
of Magnes some years before 472, possibly into the eighties, and Chionides might 
easily, as far as this list is concerned, have competed in the official contests as early as 
the year recorded by Suidas, 488 or 487. 

The Lenaean list in frag, d points to quite as early a date for the introduction of 
the comic contest into the Lenaea. By a consideration of all the datable Lenaean vic- 
tories in the fifth century I have elsewhere 69 shown that the first names in this frag- 
ment must be placed about 450 to 445. One full column of fifteen names must have 
preceded this column, as is shown by the heading. Assuming even a low average of victo- 
ries in the early period covered by the lost first column, we again reach the eighties for 
the beginning of the Lenaean list. Since the average number of victories won by the 
early poets at the Dionysia was relatively high, there is nothing against the supposi- 
tion that comedy was introduced into the Lenaea and the City Dionysia at the same 
time. Aristotle's words, 6 apxcop l&mca/, as we have seen, do not necessarily refer to 
the City Dionysia, but may be interpreted as indicating simply the establishment of 
the comic choregia. Frag, d is a proof that this interpretation is right. 70 

3. The epoch date of the great catalogue. — Returning now to the great catalogue 
of victors with the information which we have derived from the lists of comic poets, 

w u Chronological Studies in the Greek Tragic and text of the hypothesis to the Plutua. Bat I now holier© 

Comic Poets/' Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XXI (1900), pp. 52 ff., that we have evidence in Insc. Grace. Sic. ci Ital., 1097, to 

in a discussion of Aristomenes, whose first Lenaean victory prove that there was only one Aristomenes and that he 

I dated ca. 445. I there raised again the question pro- competed in 388. 

pounded by Bergk, whether the Aristomenes of this list 70 I do not mean that it is proved that the admission of 

could be the same as the rival of Aristophanes of the year comedy into the two festivals took place in the same year, 

888. Bebok thought that there must have been two poets probable as it may seem, but that Aristotle did not intend 

of the name, and I was inclined to suspect an error in the to distinguish between the festivals. 
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let us try to determine what possibilities are offered in the lost first slab for the begin- 
ning of the eleven-line year-lists somewhere in the ten or fifteen years preceding the 
archonship of Menon. A number of possibilities will naturally offer themselves, and 
the choice among them will have to be determined by considerations other than 
epigraphicaL But it will be well to have surveyed the field, at any rate, and to have 
reduced the possibilities to the narrowest limits. 

One slab of probably not more than three columns nor less than two preceded 
fragment o. The record of victors began with the name of the archon at the very top 
of one of these columns. 71 From the available space in these columns we must deduct 
the six lines needed to fill out the year of Menon. The numbers to be dealt with 
are accordingly: 3. cols., 414 11.; 2 cols., 274 11.; 1 col., 134 11. The epoch date of 
the stone will be either an even number, without remainder, of ll's, if the introduc- 
tion of comedy into the City Dionysia is the epoch date, or of a combination of 8's and 
ll's, if it was some other important event in the history of the contests at this festival. 

The epoch date of the inscription was not the first comic contest under state 
auspices, as has been maintained by Bergk, Reisch, and particularly by Wilamowitz; 
for, carrying the eleven-line lists back to the beginning of the first, second, and third 
columns, there is an excess of 2, w 10, and 7 lines respectively. This is the sound 
conclusion of both Mailer and Bodensteiner, and relieves us of the painful necessity of 
making /c&fioi in the heading equivalent to KMyuphlcu, against which numerous protests 
have been raised. We must look for some event earlier than the epoch date of comedy. 

The events, of which we have knowledge, which must be taken into consideration 
as possible epoch dates, are: (1) The first tragic exhibition, by Thespis in 535/4. 
Brinck, in his admirable discussion of this question, has shown that, even if records 
were kept of the performances from this early period, yet it is altogether improbable 
that there should have been regular annual contests during the whole of this period. 
We know that the chorus of men dates only from 509/8, 71 and comedy from a time 
many years later. If the epoch were the first exhibition of tragedy, it is strange that 
%opol rpaytpS&p, or the equivalent, was not used in the heading, instead of the more 
general term jcaytot, "celebrations." (2) The establishment of the musical contests at 
the Dionysia. This is the idea of the majority, though expressed in a variety of 
ways ; but it is an idea based upon the fragmentary heading, and leaves us as much in 
the dark as ever. (3) The establishment of the choregic system at the City Dionysia. 
This is essentially Brinck's suggestion, and he would date this event 508 or soon 

71 Obhmichsn assumed that if the heading contained both heading and columns work oat satisfactorily without 

the archon's name it would not have been needed at the this assumption. 

beginning of the first year and on this ground adopted the raolfe irc«»r, it is true, may have occupied the extra 

theory of two columns of the 11-line year-lists. He accord- two lines on the assumption of one column. This would 

ingly restored *Bwi Uiwmrot , <>' ov, etc. But, as Mueller make the epoch date 485/4. But, as we have seen, a slab of 

pointed out, it would have to be *A»b Mtfrwroc , etc. The date one column is improbable. Other reasons will appear in 

line of the first year could therefore not be dispensed with. the more satisfactory solution. 

It has occurred to me as possible that the ot*t ivUmv was 73 Archonship of Lysagoras; see Munbo on the Parian 

reserved out of the first line and set over the first column. Marble, Clan. Rev. t Vol. XV (1901), p. 357. The date usu- 

as in 977. This would give two lines less to deal with. But a n y g[y en% Isagoras, 508/7, must be corrected accordingly. 
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after, depending upon the Parian Marble's notice about the first chorus of men 
in the year of Lysagoras. 

The establishment of the choregic system seems to me to be, on the whole, by far 
the most plausible suggestion for the epoch event. It was at that time that the archon 
first granted a chorus to tragedy and to the dithyramb. From that time dated the 
foundation and organization of these contests, so peculiarly an Attic institution, upon 
the basis which maintained itself for the next two centuries. The essential feature of 
this organization, as we see it in this inscription, was the choregia itself, and the par- 
ticipation of the tribes in the lyric contests. These both presuppose the democratic 
institutions of Cleisthenes. Before that time the exhibitions of dithyramb and tragedy 
had depended upon the patronage of individuals and of idekovral. Neither the patrons 
nor the choruses represented the free people in the sense in which they did under the 
choregic system. It would be natural that the democracy should pride itself not a 
little upon the brilliant results of this system, and that Aristotle, the historian of these 
contests, should have selected this innovation as the great epoch by which should be 
dated the beginning of that glorious history. 

This hypothesis wins in plausibility when we place ourselves, in relation to this 
great document as a whole, in the position of the compilers of the records of these 
two centuries of contests, kept in the archives of the state, which they were author- 
ized to put upon marble and erect upon the acropolis. The record was probably not con- 
tinued, at least in this form, after the discontinuance of the choregic system. Soon 
after Aristotle's death, between 316 and 309, 74 the choregia was displaced by the 
agonothesia. The democratic institution was abolished and the state reverted to a form 
of that patronage which existed before Cleisthenes. The whole conception of the 
musical contests had by this time suffered a complete change. When the state officials 
undertook to set up a permanent record of the victors under the old system in the 
contests — a magnificent testimony to the ideals of the old democracy now dead — what 
epoch could they more appropriately have chosen than the date of the establishment 
of the institution which, more than any other agency, had rendered this remarkable 
record possible? It was a review from the beginning to the end of the system in 
which public-spirited citizens, not independent patrons nor agonothetes in the guise of 
representatives of the demos, vied with each other to the honor of Dionysus and the 
edification of their fellow-citizens. 

When was the choregia established ? The inscription may help to decide ; but let 
us first bring together the few independent data. It can hardly have been one of the 
institutions of Cleisthenes himself. In the stormy year of Isagoras, after his brief 
term of exile when Cleomenes came up from Sparta, he doubtless accomplished little 
more than Aristotle indicates in the 'A0rjvaia>v IloXmta, 20 f: the formation of the ten 
tribes, the establishment of the Boule of 500, the laying out of Attica into demes, 
the demarchs to take the place of naukraroi, the naming of the demes and tribes, and 

7« In 909/8 according to Koehleb. 
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some important legislation for the strengthening of his political machine. It was not 
until the year of Hermocreon, erct ird/iirrp fiercL ravrqv rtfv /cardaraaiv, that we learn 
of an innovation that suggests the wider use of the tribal system such as is implied in 
the choregia for lyric contests. At that time the senatorial oath was formulated; 
hreira rots arparrjyois ypovvro tcara <f>v\d<; y i£ heda-Trj^ rip <f>v\fp kva. Here is an 
application of the new system of tribes to administration — the essential feature of 
the lyric choregia. The choregia itself may, of course, have been established some 
years later, but it is not likely to have been earlier, than Hermocreon. Unhappily 
we do not know the exact date of this archon, for, although the iretiirrtp would mean 
504/8 or 503/2, yet in the next sentence Aristotle dates the battle of Marathon fieri, 
ravra SaBe/caTip™ But the period is clearly enough defined. 

Guided by these considerations, let us see if a reconstruction of the lost begin- 
ning of the inscription can be obtained which shall satisfy the two fundamental condi- 
tions — a suitable epoch date for the inscription itself and a date for the first comic 
contest which shall be consistent with all the evidence which we have reviewed. 
Three columns before frag, a would carry us beyond the establishment of the democracy ; 
one is improbable. On the supposition of two columns, however, two possibilities are 
offered if we reckon from the the victory of Magnes in the year of Menon: 76 

1. The first comic contest, 479/8; the epoch date of the inscription, 505/4. 

2. The first comic contest, 487/6; the epoch date of the inscription, 502/1. 

If Aristotle meant to define the epoch date of comedy strictly by reference to the 
same epoch for tragedy, the granting of a chorus by the archon, some may feel that 
the interval of fifteen years offered by (2) is insufficient to justify the phrase tyi 
wore, and on this ground may prefer to accept the interval of 26 years offered by (1) ; 
although, in the case of Epicharmus and Chionides, the scant 14 years between 
their assumed "epochs" are generally thought ample for the iroWip irpdrepos. I 
am inclined to think, however, that we are not at liberty to interpret Aristotle so 
strictly, 77 inasmuch as we know that tragedy had a standing in the state festivals long 
before the democracy, indeed as early as 534. 78 We must remember, too, that tyi 
may refer to the relatively late stage in the development of comedy at which recogni- 
tion was accorded by the state, and not merely to a term of years after tragedy. By either 
of the alternatives, therefore, the demands of Aristotle's text will be satisfied. But 
we must take into consideration here three other factors in the question which 
have been discussed, viz.: (1) the list of victorious comic poets, which demands 
several names before Magnes and a number of contests before him which the six 

toRibchnbk, in his list of archons at the end of the w The full list of possibilities, mathematically speak- 
second Tolume of his Prowp. Att., assigns Hermocreon ing, is as follows : 

provisionally to 501 0, in this following Wilamowitz, m lines-495 and 499; 487 and 502; 479 and 505. 

AruUXelc. und Ath^ Vol. I, p. 24. The year 504 3 is taken ^ ft a8Sumption that olBt iviK „ v occupied two lines of 

by Acestorides. It seems to me possible to explain lL „ , , 1L - ... 

Aristotle without altering either of these figures by mak- the ™ column th ® fl « ure9 wo " ld *• : 
ing peri ravra refer to the changes indicated from fmm 272hnes-497and498; 489and501; 481 and504; 473and507 

on, and regarding them as subsequent (by one year) to "See p. 10, and note S3. 

Hermocreon ; Isagoras, 508 ; Acestorides, 504 ; Hermocreon, 78 it is hard to see how anyone can interpret i* itrrti in 

503; *rtira, 502 ; Marathon, 490. the FuUak Marble to mean anything but the City Dionysia 
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years offered in the first alternative would scarcely satisfy ; (2) the notice of Suidas 
about Chionides—since the victory of Magnes was won in 473/2, we obtain in the 
second alternative precisely the date given by Suidas; 79 and (3) the probability of the 
establishment of the choregia, considered as an institution, not far from the arcbon- 
ship of Hermocreon. These considerations would all favor the second alternative. 
We might add also (4) the slight evidence of the list of victorious tragic poets, 977a. 
The name of Aeschylus is first in the fragment. His first victory was won in 
485/4. Possibly as many as eight names preceded him on the list, but not more. 
And yet, if the epoch date of the list were 20 years before the first victory of 
Aeschylus, the poets of this period maintained a surprisingly high average of victories. 
At any rate, 502 is just a little more probable, on this ground also, than 505. In 
view, therefore, of all these considerations, we may conclude with a fair degree of con- 
fidence, as it seems to me, that the dramatic and lyric choregia was established in the 
year 502/1, and that the first comic contest at the Dionysia took place in 487/0. 

A word as to the heading of the great inscription : It extended over six columns, 
with nine or ten letters to the column. About twenty letters, therefore, preceded 
-t] op K&fJLoi and about twenty-five followed fyrap to-. The restoration irp&r^op may be 
regarded as certain, teapot, however, if the meaning is simply "celebrations," were not 
held for the first time in 501; dithyrambic exhibitions as well as tragedies had charac- 
terized the City Dionysia for many years before this. I take it that /c&fioi would have 
no proper application in such a context except when joined to the name of a festival. 
Poppelreuter 80 has aptly compared Eurip. Hel. y 1409: fccofwi 'Ta/clv0ov='Ta/c(p0ia. 
This would give us here the name of the festival, which, besides, we should regard as 
indispensable in the heading of such a document, where the Dionysia had to be distin- 
guished from the Lenaea, as, e . #., in the lists of victors above. Then we should expect 
the precise date of the epoch and the fact that the catalogue was to register the victors. 
The latter would in all probability follow the usual formula, oXhe ipuecop; the former would 
very likely be the name of the archon. Now we chance to know something about the 
Uvdcovucai drawn up by Aristotle and his nephew Callistratus — a list something like this 
Ns*cu Aaopvataieat. It too, like this, was furayeypapfidpos eh arqXrjp \i6lvqv, as we learn 
from the decree of the Delphians recently discovered by the French and cleverly restored 
by Homolle. 81 From the preamble we infer that precisely these three items entered into 
the heading: epoch date, festival, and characterization, and that the epoch date was 
fixed by reference to the archon. 82 This model would suit our inscription admirably: 

in in nr t ti 

*A7r|6 tov Selves \ . . . i<f> o&7t/dg>|t]oi/ ic&fioi rj\aap tg>[i> iv aa\Tei Aiowxxt <op o7&€ ipU\cop. 

The two extra letters at beginning and end would be provided for in the margins. 10 

TOTaking&cTM as an ordinal, "the eighth year." aw[b TvXi&* y«y]uniK[6r]my r[a rivlta]. The corresponding 

"One of the sententiae controverts attached to his »?*<«?* ™*™ **> something like Awb r*A**« *' d wpiro, 

dissertation Deprimordii*. """l^"'? *" T ' ! . """* \ . Jt 

*, D .. . i. ii tt i wTt /«ono\ <u*/i n. ^This, the simplest possible form of heading, may be 

*i Bull rfe corr hell., Vo 1 XXII (1898), p. 260; Ditten- token to ghow tha £ # a/E«, r was not reserved for the 

bxboeb, 8ylloge, ed. 2, Vol. II, No. 91a. ge^a llne( and that 272 li nes should not be taken instead 

** The preamble reads : [iwtl . . . . <rv )vi[ratav wlvaxa r]»r of 274 as the basis of calculation. 
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With the new conception of the early history of Attic comedy many matters once 
obscure receive new light. There is no reason now, for example, why we should not 
accept in their full significance the conclusions ably deduced by Poppelreuter from the 
early Attic vase-paintings, for comedy had indeed, as Aristotle says and as the paint; 
ings prove, "taken on a more or less definite form" by the year 487. The long- 
cherished illusion concerning the establishment of the City Dionysia about the time 
of the Persian Wars, to which Ribbeck gave currency, is at last definitively dissipated, 
and also the other misconception as to the Lenaea as the festival in which comedy was 
nurtured long before its recognition by the state. And, finally, we have learned once 
more that we may not depart one jot from the words of Aristotle, the fountain-head of 
all our knowledge of the beginnings of the drama. Where we cannot follow him, we 
ourselves are blind. 



EXPLANATION OF PLATE IV 

The details of my reconstruction of the Catalogue of Victors, and the restorations in it to 
which I have been led, are given in the accompanying Plate. The seven published fragments 
are given in capitals, and, with the exception of frag, d (see p. 20), are placed in the position 
in which they belong. The so-called frag, c is purposely omitted (see p. 14, note 49). 

A critical study of this Plate will provide the best possible demonstration of the correct* 
ness of the reconstruction as a whole. It should be clear, for example, that, given in frag, a 
the original upper margin and in e the lower, no other hypothesis as to the number of lines in 
the column and the extent of the heading would work out satisfactorily; further, that frag./ 
cannot possibly occupy any other position in relation to a. It will also be seen that the lost 
first columns can be restored in no other manner that will satisfy equally well the conditions 
imposed by the facts derived from other sources. The irregularities in Cols. XIV and XV are 
indicated as accurately as possible. 

For convenience I have added in ordinary Greek type victories won at the City Dionysia 
about which we chance to have information from any source, provided that the year is known* 
No claim to completeness is made, however. I have ventured to enter here several events not 
expressly recorded as City victories, in accordance with my conviction that the chronographers 
took into account only the record of victories i* d>r« (cf. Am. Jour. Phil, Vol. XX, p. 395), and 
that the Parian Chronicle records only first victories won at this festival (Am. Jour. Phil* 
Vol. XXI, p. 41). For the notices from Eusebius see p. 24. For the victory of Alexis in 357/6 
see Am. Jour. Phil., Vol. XXI (1900), p. 60, supported by Munro, Class. Rev., Vol. XV (1901), 
p. 860. The lyric victories are mainly from Brinck, Insc. Oraec. ad choreg. pertin., and 
Bodensteiner, "Ueber choregische Weihinschriften," Festschr. d. philol. Sem., Munchen, 1891. 
The events entered after the year 329/8, while correct as to the year, are placed only approxi- 
mately in the right position in the column. 

Note.— At the last moment I have received from my former pupil, Mr. D. M. Robinson, Fellow 
of the American School at Athens, by the courteous permission of the discoverer, Dr. Adolph Wilhelm. 
a squeeze of a new fragment which joins frag, h on the left. It gives Astydamas in Col. XIV, 12, and 
Theophrastus in 1. 14 — welcome confirmation of my reconstruction of this part of the record. More 
welcome still is the promise of Wilhelm 's edition of this whole series of inscriptions in the near future 
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